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Abstract 
Despite past controversy, there has been consistent recognition that the situation, 
as a variable, is essential to our understanding ofbehavior. There is also wide recognition 
that there continues to be a scarcity of resources for situational analysis (Seeman, 1997; 
Bond, 1998). Most studies have used as input, people's perceptions and conceptions of 
situations. As Bond (1998) points out, by using the perceiving actor as the way to define 
a situation, we are using the situation as a projective test for personality processes. 
Similarly, to 'unpackage' the contributions of the person and the situation to behavior, we 
should not use a taxonomy that defines situations in terms ofbehaviors. This study 
extends the work ofMarwell and Hage (1970) by developing an empirically based 
taxonomy of role relationships in Hong Kong, defined in terms of objective context 
variables. Four dimensions are identified: complexity, equality, containment and 
adversarialness of contacts. The results are interpreted as evidence for the existence of 
both universal and culture-specific dimensions defining relational space. 
摘要 
儘管過去曾出現爭論’現在已普遍認爲環境因素對行爲的瞭解是重要的。現 
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Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
In the search for explanations for human behavior, one of the principle polarizing 
issues has been the question of whether to focus investigations primarily on the person or 
on the situation or on the interaction of the two (Pervin, 1976, 1986, 1996). Indeed, this is 
the essence of the "personality paradox", the fact that on the one hand, individual 
behavior often is not consistent across situations and yet on the other, the fundamental 
assumption of personality theory and our intuition, is that personality must be stable 
(Shoda and Mischel, 1996). The current consensus appears to be moving towards an 
acceptance that any framework for studying human behavior within the context of social 
relations must involve a dynamic system approach that accounts for stability and change 
of the system itself, as well as stability and change ofbehavior across situations (Pervin, 
1996, Shoda and Mischel, 1996). Despite past controversy, there has been consistent 
recognition across the disciplines of sociology, social psychology and personality that the 
situation, as a variable, is essential to our understanding ofbehavior. To quote Forgas 
(1979), 
Episodes and situational factors clearly play an important and little studied role in the 
generation of social behavior, in interaction with individual variables.... If the complex interaction 
between the person and the situation is to be disentangled, the first logical step is the construction 
of appropriate techniques for the empirical measurement of situations and episodes. 
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Yet, there is also wide recognition that there continues to be a scarcity of 
resources for situational analysis (Seeman, 1997, Bond, 1998). Seeman (1997) refers to 
this as the "neglected, elusive situation". The purpose of this study is to address this 
neglect. 
Conceptions of the Situation 
"How to define and assess situations is a problem which continues to bedevil 
psychologists. Whether by "situation" we mean the actual, objective situation or the 
perceived situation is the issue that has gained the most attention, but beyond this there is 
the question, as in personality, of the units to use in analyzing and assessing situations." 
(Pervin, 1978, 1986, pp. 22). We will begin by reviewing the major approaches to 
conceptualizing the situation and then look at the major attempts to construct structural 
frameworks to describe a major subset of situations, namely social interactions. 
In reviewing theoretical and research approaches to person-environment 
interaction, Walsh, Price and Craik (1992) suggest that approaches can be grouped 
according to their conception of the environment. The first group of approaches we will 
review conceptualizes the environment in terms of perceptions. "The environment is as it 
is perceived and the way one perceives the environment tends to influence the way one 
will behave in that environment" (jpp. 255) (for example, Magnusson & Torestad, 
Swindle and Moos, Pervin, see Walsh et. al. 1992). These approaches tend to be highly 
cognitive and individual-centered. 
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The Ecological Approach 
Before discussing more cognitive approaches, we should mention the ecological 
approach espoused by McArthur and Baron (1983). They argue that most research on 
social perception focuses on knowledge structures (e.g. schemata, prototypes, scripts) that 
impose meaning on the buzzing confusion around us, but ignores the structured 
stimulation that exists in our social environment. They argue for defining situations in 
terms of the dynamic stimulus information, such as a person's movements, gestures, 
voice and facial appearance, to which people respond. They point out that most research 
investigates social judgements based on written summaries of social events, rather than 
from direct exposure to those events as they unfold and hence investigates social 
cognition, not social perception. Although it appears McArthur and Baron are advocating 
a primary role for the objective situation defined in terms of dynamic stimuli in 
determining behavior, and minimizing the importance of cognitive processing, in fact, it 
is likely that they are simply drawing attention to species common, non-symbolic, 
implicit perceptual processing attributes ofhumans. The real questions raised here appear 
to be first, whether humans can and do attribute meaning to situations at a pre-conscious, 
automatic level, and secondly, to what extent and by what mechanisms such implicit 
social processing influences behavior in complex, modem, cultural settings. 
The Situation as Perceived 
At the simplest cognitive level, Wiggins (1979) approached the problem of 
describing the domain of interpersonal exchanges by compiling and factor analyzing a 
comprehensive taxonomy of traits used to distinguish individuals' behavioral tendencies 
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within the interpersonal domain, thus producing his two dimensional interpersonal circle 
of social perception. As Haslam and Fiske (1992, pp. 442) point out, however, a 
relationship is more than a simple, unitary set ofbehaviors, rather it is a coordination of 
behaviors and expectations, sometimes involving symmetries and sometimes 
complementarities. It is an open question how Wiggin's conception of the social 
situation can account for these complexities. 
Some approaches view the situation as constructed and determined not by the 
individual perceiving, but by the people who dominate the situation (for example, 
Holland, Peterson, see Walsh et. al., 1992). For example, Peterson (1992) defines the 
environment in terms of interaction episodes, which begin when the action of one person 
influences the thoughts, feelings and actions of another and ends when active influence 
stops. This approach recognizes the causal links between individuals, relationships and 
societies but stops short of explaining the detailed mechanisms whereby social 
environment and individual dispositions interact. 
A more sophisticated and popular trend falls under the general heading of 
interactionism. Forgas (1979) traces the origins of this movement to George Mead's 
"social behaviorism", later re-named symbolic interactionism. The essence of the theory 
is that it focuses on the dynamic, dialectic and ever-changing process of interaction to 
explain both the individual and the social system he creates, and it also emphasizes the 
symbolic, cognitive nature ofhuman social interaction as distinct from processes of 
animal behavior. This contrasts sharply with McArthur and Baron's (1983) naturalistic 
ecological approach. As Mischel points out however, "structure exists neither ‘all in the 
head’ of the observer nor ‘all in the person’ perceived; it is a function of an interaction 
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between the beliefs of the observers and the characteristics of the ‘observed’ ” (Cantor 
and Mischel, 1979, pp.45-6). Pervin (1987) provides an example of the interactionist 
approach. He suggests that how people behave in situations depends on the goals 
operating for them in the situation, their perception of the reward structure of the 
environment and their perception of their ability to behave in various ways. Hence, 
people behave similarly in situations perceived by them to be similar in their rewards for 
various behaviors. Situations are thus defined in terms of the individual's perceptions of 
behavioral affordances and probabilities. 
However, as Bond (1998) insightfully points out, by using the perceiving actor as 
the way to define a situation, we are using the situation as a projective test for personality 
processes, or in other words, for the interaction processes we wish to understand. As a 
result, we are unable to distinguish among the possible sources of influence that interact 
to produce social behavior. As the research and theories suggest, possible sources of 
influence may well include species-common, biologically based perceptual 
predispositions (e.g. implicit recognition of emotions), personality idiosyncrasies due to 
unique genetic and experiential influences and, as we will now see, culture-common 
social rules, norms, roles and values. 
The Situation as Culturally Defined 
A second group of approaches conceives of the environment as external to and 
independent from the perceiver. Barker (1987) represents quite an extreme position. He 
sees situations as defined by behavior settings, hybrid, ecobehavioral phenomena that are 
"bounded standing patterns ofhuman and non-human activity with integrated systems of 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
forces and controls that maintain their activities at semistable equilibria" Opp-1420). For 
Barker, behavior settings are entities of the ecological environment, existing 
independently of particular persons, which generate extraindividual behavior. In short, 
they are superordinate, self-regulating, dynamic entities that manipulate the behavior of 
their human components. However, Barker's theory fails to describe or explain how such 
behavior settings come into existence. As Seeman (1997) points out, "there is 
overwhelming detail but not much evidence of a balance between contextuality and 
generality;., .transferable principles or themes regarding the analysis of situations are 
elusive" (pp.9). 
In contrast, a number of approaches emphasize shared cultural mechanisms that 
cause individuals to construe and react to situations in predictable ways. These 
approaches view situations as defined by behavioral rules, standards or rituals. Triandis 
(1972) was one of the first to conceive of environments as culturally determined. He 
defines subjective culture as “a cultural group's characteristic way of perceiving its social 
environment" (pp. viii). The perception of rules and the group's norms, roles and values 
are all aspects of subjective culture. 
Although less explicitly cultural, Goffman's (1974) frame analysis emphasizes the 
structures behind everyday events that invisibly govern them. Everyday life is seen to be 
made up ofmore or less well-delineated "worlds", realms of special meaning within 
which a particular language of reality is binding. The world is a mode of experience 
fleshed out by adherence to the rules of a particular frame or occasion. 
Forgas (1976) combines the ecological and cultural approaches by defining social 
episodes as interaction sequences that are distinguishable on the basis of symbolic, 
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temporal and often physical boundaries, but more importantly, that have a shared, 
consensual representation in the given culture. Forgas in a sense brings us full circle, as 
he recognizes the close relationship between his conception and that of the symbolic 
interactionist tradition. However, for this reason, his approach suffers the same fate as 
that of other interactionists, namely an inability to distinguish among the possible 
interacting influences, notably idiosyncratic and culture-common determinants of 
behavior. 
The Situation as Actively Constructed 
Fiske's (1992) approach, like that ofForgas, represents a merger of perceptual 
and cultural approaches, but with the added dimension that people actively participate in 
the construction of their social environments. Fiske proposes that people in all cultures 
usejust four relational models or schemata to construe relationships: communal sharing, 
authority ranking, equality matching and market pricing. In addition, people construct 
complex and varied social forms using combinations of these four models implemented 
according to diverse cultural rules. 
The idea that individuals not only construe, but actively participate in selecting 
and shaping the situations that impact on their behavior is relatively new in the 
personality and social psychology literature and to date models incorporating such 
relationships are few. At the theoretical level Hage and Powers (1992) suggest that the 
premise of symbolic interactionism is that creative individuals can construct their own 
lives. In keeping with this, the trend within post-industrialized societies will be towards 
less hierarchical organizations, fewer role scripts and more complex selves. They stop 
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short however, of suggesting how such creative interactional processes operate. 
Nevertheless, these ideas are not inconsistent with findings emerging from the behavioral 
genetics literature that suggest that complex relationships exist between individuals and 
their environments. In attempting to explain why genetic factors contribute substantially 
to many widely used measures of the environment (see Plomin, 1994, for a review), it has 
been suggested that personality may be a good candidate in that genetically influenced 
personality traits could affect how people construct or perceive their environments 
(Saudino and Plomin, 1996). The conception of situations as actively constructed by the 
individuals whose behavior they subsequently shape may well be a direction for future 
model building in social psychology and personality. 
The Structural Framework of Social Interactions 
The notion of differing conceptions of the environment provides a basis for 
organizing the various research strategies adopted in attempts to formulate a structural 
framework of social interactions. Interestingly, despite widely varying dependent 
variables (group and dyad interactions of animals, children and adults, role relationships 
and social episodes) and independent variables (animal and child behavior, perceptions of 
social behavior, behavioral intentions, behavioral norms and affect) and differing 
analyses (exploratory factor analysis and multi-dimensional scaling) a remarkably 
consistent pattem ofresults emerges. Four dimensions appear repeatedly across the 
studies: an evaluation dimension, commonly described as association-dissociation; a 
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power or equality-inequality dimension; an activity dimension, either intensity or active 
hostility; and a regulation dimension, either formality-intimacy or task-social orientation. 
With the exception of some disagreement as to the relationship between positive and 
negative elements (opposite poles of one dimension or two orthogonal dimensions, 
discussed in detail later), there is remarkable consistency and agreement concerning the 
concepts at the core of these dimensions. However the details of descriptions and the 
precise location of elements (individuals, role relationships etc.) vary according to the 
conception of the situation and hence, the dependent measures used. It is within this 
detail of description that the Grail of objective situational analysis appears to lie (Barker, 
1968, Bond, 1998). We will review the many studies that cannot be considered 
'objective' because they define situations in terms of the perceptions (personality 
projections) of actors and/or the behaviors people would or should exhibit. We will end 
by discussing a unique study that overcame these problems by defining situations in 
terms of objective context variables. 
Observations of Behavior - the Ecological Approach 
Triandis (1977) reviews a number of studies based on direct observation of 
behavior. Mason (1964) reported studies that show that animals, including primates, 
engage in associative (e.g. grooming) and dissociative (e.g. fighting) behaviors. In 
addition, dominance hierarchies, known as pecking orders, develop in many species, 
including birds and primates. Together these behaviors appear to correspond to the 
evaluation and power dimensions reported in many subsequent human studies, although 
as will be seen from later reported studies, dissociation and negative behaviors or 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
hostility may become differentiated, at least in some mature cultures. Moving from 
animals to children, Longabaugh (1966) analyzed the behaviors of children interacting in 
groups and dyads across six cultures. He reported that the two major dimensions 
emerging from his factor analyses were interpersonal power and positive/negative 
interpersonal disposition. 
Studies ofPerceived Behaviors of Others - the Situation as Perceived 
Benjamin (1974) analyzed how people perceive the behavior of important others 
and identified two dimensions: affiliation and interdependence. These dimensions closely 
parallel the findings ofWiggins (1979) whose analysis of trait-descriptive terms for the 
interpersonal domain produced two dimensions: association-dissociation and dominance-
submission. These authors concur that their research findings are closely aligned with the 
prior work of investigators and theorists often working in isolation from each other and 
studying very diverse populations. 
Studies of Self-perceptions ofBehavioral Intentions 
Triandis (1977) proposes a typology of social behaviors developed empirically 
from factor analyses of the behavioral intentions of individuals responding to a large 
number ofhypothetical social situations (Triandis, 1964; Triandis, Vassiliou, & 
Nassiakou, 1968; Triandis, Vassiliou, Vassiliou, Tanaka & Shanmugan, 1972). He 
concludes there are four major dimensions: associative-dissociative, superordinate-
coordinate-subordinate, intimate-informal-formal and overt action-feeling-attribution. In 
fact, in attempting to identify a general typology of social behaviors, Triandis (1977) may 
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have over-looked subtle but important variations within the patterns of frameworks 
revealed by the extensive and comprehensive research undertaken by himself and his 
colleagues. 
The Triandis et. al. (1968) series of studies were very comprehensive in that they 
included studies where subjects gave normative responses to roles as well as studies 
where subjects gave personal responses to discrete targets varying along many 
dimensions (sex, age, race/religion, occupation). These studies were replicated in the 
USA and Greece. Although not noted by the authors at the time, in the light of 
subsequent studies, it is interesting to note that of the four studies (USA and Greek 
normative, USA and Greek personal), the outcome for the USA personal condition differs 
from all the others. The orthogonal factor solutions for the three similar studies (USA and 
Greek normative and Greek personal) all include a general factor accounting for 30 -
40% of the variance, labeled association-dissociation and defined by positive affects and 
behaviors at one end, and negative affects and behaviors at the other. On the other hand, 
the USA personal study failed to produce a general association-dissociation factor, but 
instead the first factor accounts for only 21% of the variance and is labeled Respect. 
The question is, is it significant that the Americans differentiated personal 
relationships in a manner distinctly different from the pattem that has emerged 
consistently across many other studies including those focused on normative responses to 
rolesl Is Triandis et. al,s (1968) personal American pattem more similar to the 
subjective, affective patterns found by Forgas (1976) and Pervin (1976) (next section)? 
Although Triandis (1977) believed his proposed four-factor typology was reflective of 
the way individuals respond to social situations, it may tum out that, to the extent that 
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individuals report this common framework, they are by definition reflecting a framework 
that is shared and promoted by the collective that makes up their common culture. The 
question remains however, ifTriandis' (1977) proposed typology ofbehaviors is in fact 
reflective of the culturally agreed view of social situations, is it also possible to identify 
an alternative typology reflective of a truly individual-centered view? 
Studies of Affect in Relation to Social Episodes - the Situation as Culturally Defined or 
as Individually Perceived? 
Forgas (1976), Forgas and Bond (1985) and Pervin (1976) conducted studies 
aimed at exploring the subjective conceptual frameworks of social relationships for their 
subjects. In addition, Forgas investigated differences within (UK) and across cultures 
(Hong Kong and Australia). To facilitate this examination, the investigators first asked 
subjects to identify salient, representative social episodes from their lives, and then they 
accessed the conceptual structures in terms of subject-generated salient descriptives. As 
Pervin (1976) commented, "What is striking is the extent to which situations are 
described in terms of affects (e.g., threatening, warm, interesting, dull, tense, calm, 
rejecting) and organized in terms of the similarity of affects aroused in them." (pp. 471). 
Given the considerable variability in number and nature of factors that emerged 
amongst the within culture (UK, USA) groups and their affective content, it seems we 
can say that at least for these groups it appears the researchers did access individual-
centred, subjective frameworks of situations. That said, there were broad common themes 
reflected across the different studies. An evaluation dimension emerged for all subject 
groups, however this was not association-dissociation per se, but rather friendly-
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unfriendly or pleasant-unpleasant. The power dimension emerged only for the Hong 
Kong Chinese student group, whilst for all groups except the Hong Kong Chinese, a self-
confidence dimension emerged that appeared to be related to the predictability versus 
ambiguity of situations (regulation), with ambiguous situations being associated with lack 
of self-confidence. 
For all cultural groups, but particularly the Hong Kong Chinese and Australian 
students, we need replication studies to establish the extent to which their responses were 
driven by their individual internal states and affects, versus culturally-agreed norms for 
behavior. The test might involve comparing these results, or results of a replication, with 
the outcome of a study specifically targeting the normative response to the equivalent 
situation. For the westem subject groups there is a suggestion that they are pre-disposed 
to perceive social situations in terms of individual-centred, subjective frameworks 
defined in terms of internal states and affects elicited by situations. It is intriguing 
however, that lack of self-confidence tends to be associated with ambiguous social 
situations. Is this ambiguity in part a reflection of the decline of culturally defined 
regulation in modern westem societies? The other aspect that is missing from this series 
of studies is clarification of the relationship between affects elicited and actual behaviors 
exhibited. Whilst westem subjects may organize social episodes in terms of affects, we 
still do not know whether, when and to what extent their behavior is driven by those 
affects or by culturally agreed behavioral norms. 
These studies highlight the need for replication studies both within and across 
cultures. We need to confirm whether and if so, under what conditions, individuals attend 
to cultural norms as opposed to their own internal states and affects in construing and 
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reacting to situations. If there is a trend in modem, westernized societies towards 
decreasing cultural regulation as predicted by Hage and Powers (1992), then at least 
within those cultures, our search for the elusive, objective situation may well be in vain. 
The work ofHaslam and Fiske (1992), although not focused on affect, also falls 
in the ambiguous category of neither clearly the situation as idiosyncratically perceived, 
nor clearly the situation as culturally determined. Indeed their approach diverges 
significantly from that adopted in all studies cited. They attempted to access the natural 
framework of their American subjects in a similar fashion to that adopted by Forgas 
(1976), Forgas and Bond (1985) and Pervin (1976) in that they asked subjects to focus on 
their own real relationships. Like Forgas (1976) they also asked their subjects to perform 
a similarity-sorting task leading to a hierarchical clustering analysis of the relational 
space. Unlike Forgas however, Haslam and Fiske did not use trait descriptives to interpret 
the resultant dimensional space, but rather, used a number of prominent categorical 
theories of the elementary forms of relationships (Fiske's theory of relational models, Foa 
and Foa's theory of resource exchange, Parson's theory of role expectations, Mills and 
Clark's theory of communal and exchange relationships and MacCrimmon and Messick's 
theory of social motives). They interpreted the resultant dimensional space in terms of 
three dimensions. They describe the first dimension as being clearly bimodal, and 
representative ofintimacy, communality or affiliation, with such categories as Love and 
Communal Sharing at one end and Competition, Exchange and Market Pricing at the 
other. The second and third dimensions are unimodal. The second represents the degree 
of rule-govemedness or formality of social relationships, whilst the third represents 
equality versus dominance. Clearly these three dimensions bear close resemblance to the 
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association-dissociation, regulation and power dimensions identified in many other 
studies. It is interesting that, despite their attempts to capture the "natural" relational 
framework of their subjects, their results bear little resemblance to the apparently 
individual-centred, subjective, affective dimensional spaces revealed by Forgas (1976) 
and Pervin (1976). Rather Haslam and Fiske's results are much more similar to Triandis, 
(1977) analyses ofbehavioral intentions and behavioral norms (next section), perhaps 
suggesting that these results reflect something more than the situation as subjectively 
perceived by individual subjects. As cited earlier, Haslam and Fiske's conclusion is that 
relational prototypes appear to comprise expectations and norms of a truly "between-
person", i.e., shared nature, rather than expectations pertinent to superficial exchange 
features or "within-person" psychological motives. 
Studies of Behavioral Norms in Relation to Role Relationships — the Situation as 
Culturally-Defined 
Secord and Backman (1964) described the concept of the social role as one of the 
most central in the behavioral sciences because it "serves to integrate the varied actions 
of an individual, shows how the diverse actions of members of a group form a unity in 
group action and it links the individual to the group and to society" ^>p. 418). It is not 
surprising therefore that researchers have used role relationships as a medium for 
investigating cultural-common frameworks of social situations. Triandis, Vassiliou, & 
Nassiakou (1968) and Triandis, McGuire, Saral, Yang, Loh & Vassiliou (1972) have 
reported a number of studies investigating normative behavior between members ofrole 
relationships in the USA and Greece. Unlike Forgas and Bond's (1985) cross-cultural 
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Study, Triandis and his colleagues were able to identify common dimensions and similar 
dimensional spaces across the two cultures. Triandis (1977) describes four dimensions 
defining normative behaviors within role relationships: association-dissociation 
(evaluation), superordination-subordination ^>ower), intimacy (regulation) and hostility 
(activity). 
Two additional studies of normative behaviors within role relationships have been 
conducted with Taiwanese subjects. Yang's (1970) study revealed four main dimensions: 
association, hostility, superordination and subordination, whilst Chuang's (1998) study 
revealed two main dimensions: association-dissociation and superordination-
subordination. Whilst these studies provide broad confirmation of the universality of the 
two primary dimensions of association and power, their contribution beyond this is 
limited because of the small numbers ofbehaviors and roles included in the studies. Such 
containment may well have biased the outcomes of the factor analyses. 
The study ofWish, Deutsch and Kaplan (1976) deserves mention at this point, 
although its contribution to our understanding of the conceptual framework of situations 
may have been compromised through their failure to distinguish between subjective, 
internally-driven and cultural norm-driven perspectives. In their study they asked subjects 
to rate both the relationship between members of normative role relationships and their 
own relationships with significant others using rating scales defined by trait descriptions. 
In their analysis the data from the two sources were pooled. Their results revealed four 
dimensions: co-operative, friendly - competitive, hostile (evaluation), equal-unequal 
(power), intense-superficial (activity) and socio-emotional, informal - formal, task-
oriented (regulation). Despite the fact that subjects were asked to describe relationships 
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in terms of trait descriptions, which parallels the methodology of Forgas (1976) and 
Pervin (1976), the resulting dimensions and dimensional space do not resemble the 
outcomes of those two prior studies. Rather, both the dimensions and the dimensional 
space match closely with the studies of normative behaviors. We are therefore left 
wonderingjust what this study contributes to our understanding. 
Returning to our quest for a taxonomy of social situations that will allow us to 
distinguish among individual-centred and culturally-defined determinants, can a 
taxonomy defined in terms of normative behaviors between members of role 
relationships do thejob? Probably not, because the same behaviors may be representative 
ofboth normative and idiosyncratic reactions to situations. What we need is some means 
of describing role relationships that is independent of psychological variables. 
A Study ofEcological Context in Relation to Role Relationships - the Deindividualized 
Situation 
The sociologists, Marwell and Hage (1970) conducted a unique study that 
attempted to develop an empirically based taxonomy of role relationships defined in 
terms ofphysical context variables: who, what, where and when or in other words, the 
occupants, activities, locations and occurrences of role relationships. These variables 
were further expanded in terms of the scope (how many), intensity (how much), 
integration (overlap with other relationships) and independence (how much choice) of 
each variable. Despite the originality of the study, the authors provided minimal 
explanation for their choice of variables, except to say, "We felt our exploratory study 
would be better served by attention to a systematically derived set of variables whose 
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theoretical interrelationships were given and which clearly were not measuring the same 
thing." (pp. 886). 
Although perhaps not apparent at the time, it is nevertheless clear today from the 
extensive evidence presented above, that the most salient ways in which people classify 
relationships are all in terms of psychological variables: affects, traits and behaviors. It is 
therefore predictable that the task of rating relationships on physical context variables is 
difficult and cumbersome. The authors reported that their subjects, all graduate students, 
found ratings on the integration and independence variables particularly difficult possibly 
because they require judgements about the relationship between the role relationship 
being rated and other relationships. It is apparently easier to make judgements about the 
relationship between the role and context or involving comparison between the 
incumbents within the role relationship. 
Nevertheless this pioneer study produced a three dimensional solution to describe 
the 100 role relationships. The first dimension is defined by four variables: many 
activities, many locations，intense relationship and much overlap of role sets. The 
researchers called this dimension "Intimacy" and clearly there is a close parallel to the 
general factor of association found in all other studies. The second dimension is primarily 
defined by much overlap of time and place with other relationships (i.e., very public) and 
spacious locations. At one end of the dimension are role relationships such as movie 
customer-usher, guard-convict and at the other, abortionist-client, psychiatrist-patient. 
This factor was called "Visibility". The third factor is defined by intense activities, much 
overlap of activities with other relationships and little choice of location or timing and is 
marked by judge-defense lawyer, company president-union president at one end and 
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acquaintance-acquaintance, newspaper vendor-buyer at the other. This factor was called 
"Regulation". It seems the second and third factors roughly correspond to the regulation 
(visible, formal - private, intimate) and activity (intense 一 superficial) dimensions 
respectively, found elsewhere (Haslam & Fiske, 1992; Triandis, 1977; and Wish, Deutsch 
& Kaplan, 1976). What is most surprising is the failure to find a factor related to power 
or equality. 
Marwell and Hage (1970) discussed the results of their study in terms of their 
implications for social control. Essentially they suggest that the first dimension represents 
the presence or absence of strong internalized primary commitments and hence self-
control, whilst the latter two dimensions represent external social controls applied to 
relationships lacking in internalized controls but with important outcomes for society. 
Apparently no one has noted the relationship of their work to social psychology and as 
far as we are aware, no replications have been attempted. 
Conflicting Findings for the Location ofNegative Attributes (Affects and Behaviors) 
Whilst there is a consistent finding amongst all studies of a major, usually 
primary, general factor defined at one pole by positive attributes (affects and/or 
behaviors) and differentiating close relationships from distant ones, there is some 
inconsistency as to where negative affects and behaviors load. In most studies, negative 
affects and behaviors load onto the second pole of the general association-dissociation 
factor, however in a number of studies ofbehavioral norms in relation to role 
relationships (e.g., Bond, 1983; Triandis, Vassiliou and Nassiakou, 1968; and Yang, 
1970), strongly negative behaviors load onto a separate orthogonal factor. 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
Triandis' (1977) comprehensive review of factor analyses of self-perceptions of 
behavioral intentions in a large number ofhypothetical social situations led to the 
conclusion that the first factor is best described as associative behaviors (e.g. gossip with) 
versus dissociative behaviors (e.g. quarrel with). This finding with respect to behavioral 
intentions appears to have biased Triandis in his interpretation ofhis findings with 
respect to behavioral norms in relation to role relationships. In reporting the findings of a 
factor analytic study with Greek and American subjects in 1968 (Triandis, Vassiliou & 
Nassiakou, 1968), Triandis (1977) describes a first association/dissociation dimension 
(help, reward, advise versus grow impatient with, argue with, fear) and a fourth hostility 
dimension (throw rocks, fight, exploit). He notes that the results differ from those found 
with behavioral intentions, particularly the emergence of a separate overt hostility factor, 
but he dismisses this as a probable artifact of insufficiently balanced sampling of 
behaviors. In fact, for both the American and Greek samples, the orthogonal factor 
solutions revealed a general association-dissociation factor defined at the negative end by 
negative behaviors/affects (e.g. hate, be prejudiced against), but also a number of 
additional factors defined by a variety of negative affects and behaviors of varying 
intensities, for example, Contempt (lie to, laugh at), Envy, Hostility (quarrel with, 
exploit, cheat) and Intense Hostility (fight with). 
A number of other factor analytic studies ofbehavioral norms in relation to role 
relationships have produced similar results. Yang (1970) in his Taiwanese study of 
behavioral norms in relation to role relationships produced a first dimension defined at 
one pole by positive affects and behaviors and at the other by absence of these, and a 
second dimension defined by presence/absence of negative affects and behaviors. 
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Bond (1983) also produced similar results. Building on the work by Triandis 
(1977) on self-perceptions ofbehavioral intentions towards others, Bond asked a group of 
Hong Kong students to rate the likelihood they would or would not react to target peers 
according to a set of 20 behavioral intentions consisting of 7 covert behaviors (affects) 
and 13 overt behaviors. When subjected to principal components analysis, this data 
produced six factors: subordination, association, consideration, self-disclosure, respect 
and intimacy, the first, second and last of which represent one pole only ofTriandis' 
(1977) three main dimensions: superodination-subordination, association-dissociation 
and intimate-formal. There may be a number of reasons why Bond's study produced 
unimodal rather than bimodal dimensions. The small number and particular selection of 
the 20 measures ofbehavioral intentions used will certainly have had an impact. For this 
group of student subjects, superordination and formal behaviors and affects did not 
emerge as important features of their relational frameworks. However, close inspection of 
the second and third factors suggests that perhaps both association and dissociation did 
emerge, but as orthogonal dimensions. The second factor, called association but possibly 
more correctly named dissociation, is primarily defined by absence/presence ofthree 
negative affects (not uneasy, not afraid and not dislike). The third dimension, called care 
or consideration and perhaps more aptly labeled association, is defined by one negative 
and two positive overt behaviors (not laugh at, apologize and give a loan). 
It is possible that these three studies (Bond, 1983; Triandis et. al., 1968; and 
Yang, 1970) produced these results as an artifact of the sampling ofbehaviors and role 
relationships included in their studies. It is also possible however that they are truly 
reflective of the conceptual frameworks sampled in the studies. If this is the case, we 
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need to know which dependent variables produce this framework. Does it only emerge 
when less common, extreme relationships and/or negative behaviors are sampled? Or is it 
peculiar to certain subject groups, for example, those high on collectivism or 
interdependent self-construal as might be the case with Greek, Taiwanese and Hong 
Kong subjects? • 
Objectives of the Present Study 
1. To develop a comprehensive, normative, structural framework of role relationships 
for Hong Kong Chinese defined in terms that are independent of psychological 
responses of individuals experiencing, remembering or imagining the event. It is 
hoped that such a framework will provide the basis for subsequent research aimed at 
isolating and independently manipulating individual-centred versus culturally defined 
contributions to social behavior. 
2. To investigate whether, in the normative framework of role relationships for Hong 
Kong Chinese, expression of negative affect (negative behavior) loads exclusively on 
the association-dissociation (evaluation) dimension or whether it loads on a separate 
orthogonal dimension. 
Hypotheses 
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1. The factor structure identified will resemble those previously found in studies of 
behavioral norms in relation to role relationships. Specifically we expect to find a 
general factor representing association-dissociation and up to three additional factors 
related to power, regulation and activity. 
2. In keeping with other studies of normative behaviors in relation to role relationships, 
expression ofnegative affect (negative behavior), will load on an activity (intense 
hostility) factor rather than on the general association-dissociation factor. 
Method 
Subjects 
Eighty-two Hong Kong Chinese subjects were recruited from post-graduated 
courses in the Psychology, Education and Business faculties of the Chinese University of 
Hong Kong. Three subjects were subsequently rejected because their data wasjudge 
unreliable. One had resided in Hong Kong for less than halfhis life and the others had 
significant proportions of missing data. The remaining 79 subjects, 54 females and 25 
males, were aged between 21 and 38 years with the average being 23.83 (SD = 3.01). 
Subjects completed the questionnaires at home, in their own time and were rewarded with 
a small token valued around HK$50 on retum of the test materials. The retum rate for 
distributed questionnaires was 80%. 
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Selection of the Role Relationships 
The purpose ofthe study is to develop a structural framework ofrelationships that 
is independent ofpsychological variables of the informants. To this end we chose to use 
as targets, dyadic role relationships (role pairings) presented as entities, for example, 
father-son, rather than ask subjects to consider how they personally would view a given 
role target, or even how members of their culture should view a given role target. As far 
as we are aware, this strategy differentiates this study from all previous studies ofrole 
relationships, with the exception ofMarwell and Hage (1970). 
Fifty-six role relationships (see Table 1) were selected to provide comprehensive 
coverage of current societies in Hong Kong and Australia (a bi-cultural study was 
planned from the outset, although those results will be reported elsewhere). Coverage was 
achieved by reference to the main classifications of roles suggested by Linton (1936): 
sex, age, family relationships, social class/caste, occupation and social group and Biddle 
and Thomas (1966): roles that refer to economic exchanges, recreation, religion, health 
care, professional organizations, politics and hospitality. Reference was also made to the 
9 main types of roles identified by Triandis (1972), defined by the matrix: in-group, out-
group, conflict X high-low status, equal status, low-high status. Where gender ofrole 
incumbents is implied, roles were selected to provide equal representation of males and 
females, for example, mother-son, father-daughter. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
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Selection of the Rating Scales 
A methodological decision involved choosing the method of analysis to be used. 
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA), the method used by Marwell and Hage (1970), 
produces a cognitive framework prejudiced by the variables selected for inclusion in the 
study. It is therefore advisable only when theory and/or past research provide a sound 
basis to guide selection of variables for inclusion (Goldberg & Digman, 1994). Given the 
extensive research findings suggesting the existence of up to four factors defining the 
structural framework of normative behaviors in relation to role relationships (Triandis, 
Vassiliou, & Nassiakou, 1968; Triandis, McGuire, Saral，Yang, Loh & Vassiliou, 1972; 
Wish, Deutsch & Kaplan, 1976; Yang, 1970; Chuang & Yang, 1997) we decided there 
were strong grounds for using EFA. 
Given our goal to produce an objective, culturally agreed framework that we 
could be sure was independent of individual personal reactions, items had to be 
developed that tapped tangible, contextual characteristics of roles and avoided 
judgements of a psychological nature. We were guided in this by Marwell and Hage's 
(1970) coverage of the who, what, where and when of role relationships, that is, 
occupants, activities, locations and timings. Variables were selected to be representative 
of the four previously identified factors: association, power, regulation and activity. We 
felt that such context variables should be quite universal and would not require special 
selection to be representative ofHong Kong roles. Twenty-five scales were initially 
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generated and these were reduced to 16 (see Table 2), eliminating those that were thought 
to be redundant, ambiguous or that required or impliedjudgements ofapsychological 
nature. We made two exceptions, however, and included items assessing expression of 
positive and negative emotions in an attempt to clarify the definition ofassociation-
dissociation and the possible existence of a hostility dimension. We also paid particular 
attention to identifying variables relevant to the power dimension as this factor did not 
emerge in Marwell and Hage's study. Given our use of role relationships as entities, we 
saw the best way to tap the power dimension as being through use of items that focused 
on equality versus inequality of various characteristics. 
The containment of our selection to 56 role relationships and 16 variables was 
guided primarily by practical limitations on time required to administer the resultant 
questionnaire. We estimated it would take subjects around 20 minutes to rate all 56 roles 
onjust one variable. Beyond this we also considered the requirements for achieving 
reliable results in EFA. As the roles would serve as 'subjects' in in-putting data for factor 
analysis, we needed to consider the ratio of roles (subjects) to variables. At nearly 4:1, we 
considered the ratio acceptable although not ideal. We also considered the ratio of 
variables to expected factors, again 4:1, which falls just short of Goldberg and Digman's 
(1994) recommendation of 6:1. 
The 16 variables were presented as 7-point rating scales, with verbal and numeric 
definitions of each point on the scale and examples and explanations at the extremes and 
mid-point (see Appendix A). 
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Insert Table 2 about here 
Materials 
The 56 role pairings and the 16 rating scales along with detailed instructions 
where initially developed in English, then translated into Chinese by a bi-lingual, native 
Chinese speaker. The Chinese translation was then back-translated into English by a 
second, independent bi-lingual. The English translation and original version were 
compared and a number of changes were made to the original English version to allow 
more natural expression in Chinese. 
Procedure 
Subjects were instructed to rate each of the 56 roles on each rating scale. On the 
strength ofMarwell and Hage's (1970) experience, we anticipated that subjects would 
fmd the rating task difficult. To assist them, each role pairing was printed on a small 
card. Subjects were instructed to approach the rating task somewhat like a Q-sort 
exercise, sorting the 56 role pairing cards initially into three piles, then sub-dividing these 
to make seven piles representing the seven points of the rating scale. Unlike a tme Q-sort, 
subjects were not required to distribute the cards across the seven points ofthe scale in a 
quasi-normal distribution because it was felt that the distribution of the role pairings on a 
number of the rating scales would in reality be non-normally distributed. 
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The first halfdozen subjects were administered questionnaires consisting of 
between two and four rating scales, in the presence of the experimenter, to check actual 
completion time per rating scale and to ensure the clarity of the written instructions. It 
was judged that, in the interest of obtaining good quality data, subjects should not be 
asked to concentrate longer than 1 to 1 % hours on the rating task and so the number of 
rating scales per subject should be limited to three. Thereafter, questionnaires consisting 
ofthree rating scales were distributed to subjects in groups of up to 50 at a time，with a 
thorough verbal briefing. Subjects completed the questionnaires at home in their own 
time and returned all materials usually within one week in person or by mail, to the 
experimenter. A check was made on actual completion time and this ranged from 20 to 
80 minutes, and averaged at 46 minutes. 
Two sets of role pairing cards were produced, reversing the order of the 
incumbents of each role pairing (for example, Order A - husband-wife, Order B - wife-
husband). Within each Order, a balance was maintained between male first and female 
first, for those role pairings where sex was explicit and between superior first and 
subordinate first where status was explicit (for example, secretary-boss, supervisor-
factory worker). Although each role pairing was identified with a number from 1 to 56, it 
was judged unnecessary to control for order of presentation because production ofthe 
role pairings on individual cards ensured random delivery to each subject. Finally, the 
selection of the three rating scales to be administered to each subject was randomized 
within the restriction that, where possible, subjects received scales from three of the four 
different areas: occupants, activities, locations and timings. Ultimately, data was 
collected from between 14 and 16 subjects on each of the 16 rating scales. 
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Results 
Preliminary Data Tests 
As a first step, a check was made on the inter-rater consistency on each ofthe 16 
rating scales. As our objective was to identify culturally-agreed ratings, it wasjudged 
important to test that the 14 - 16 subjects completing each rating scale were in broad 
agreement in the way they rated the 56 role pairings. Two methods were used to test this 
precondition. Firstly, a matrix of pairwise inter-correlations of the ratings across the 56 
roles for the group of subjects completing each rating scale was produced and the mean 
inter-correlation computed (see Table 3). The mean inter-correlations ranged from .12 to 
.79 and all but three exceeded .40. 
Whilst the inter-correlations of the ratings within each scale captures the overall 
similarity of response patterns across the 56 roles, it does not capture the degree of 
agreement amongst raters on any given role within a scale. To assess this outcome, for 
each role within each scale, the standard deviation of subjects' ratings was computed and 
the mean and range of these for each scale is reported in Table 4 (see also Appendix B). 
Overall, individual role by rating scale standard deviations range from a minimum of 0 to 
a maximum of 2.85, with a grand mean of 1.31. Clearly there is considerable variability 
of inter-rater agreement across roles and rating scales, but our concem is that overall in 
any given scale and for any give role, responses are better than random. To judge this we 
make take the formula for estimating variance when judgements are theoretically due 
exclusively to random measurement errors suggested by James, Demaree and Wolf 
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(1984, p.87). Based on this, we can assume non-random responding for standard 
deviations less than 2. Mean standard deviations across all scales and roles meet this 
standard. 
Consistent with the results ofMarwell and Hage, two of the scales with the lowest 
mean inter-correlations and largest mean standard deviations (01 and L1) required 
judgements ofthe relationship between the role pairings and other people. This 
intersection appears to be a very difficult task for subjects to judge and this fact may in 
part account for the lower inter-rater agreements on these scales. 
On the basis ofthese results, it was decided to retain all 16 scales for further 
analysis. 
Insert Tables 3 & 4 about here 
As there was an imbalance of gender within the subject pool (68% female), it was 
judged important to evaluate whether gender had a significant effect on ratings. Given the 
complex design of the study (subjects x gender x role pairings x rating scales) and the 
fact that the same subjects completed multiple rating scales, (contradicting assumption of 
independence of data required for MANOVA), the most direct way to test for the gender 
effect was to visually scan the sequence plots representing the inter-correlation of mean 
ratings for females and males across the 56 role pairings, for each rating scale (see 
Appendix B and Table 5). These plots and the inter-correlation coefficients reveal a high 
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level ofequivalence in the patterns of ratings for males and females, with the exception 
ofone scale, "L1: Visibility ofInteractions" (r 二 .43), which, as described above, showed 
relatively low inter-rater reliability as well. Overall however, these results suggest gender 
had no significant effect on ratings amongst Hong Kong Chinese. 
Insert Table 5 about here 
Finally, scores for each role pairing on each of the 16 rating scales were computed 
by averaging across the 14 to 16 subjects who completed the scale. These scores, 
representing the culture-level ratings, were used as in put for an EFA. 
EFA Solution Including the Two Affect Scales 
A Principal Components Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation on the 16 rating 
scales produced four factors with eigenvalues over one (see Tables 6 and 7). Factor 
scores were computed for the four factors (see Tables 8 and 9). The first factor, a 
general factor, accounted for over 38% of the variance, and is defined by 7 rating scales 
with factor loadings ranging from .83 to .96. The positive end is defined by wide ranging 
activities; frequent, lengthy interactions; varied locations; a long-term relationship; 
regular expression of positive emotions and choice over activities. Role pairings scoring 
highest on this factor are husband-wife, mother-son (12 years) and sister (16 years)-sister 
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(12 years), whilst the lowest scoring roles are combat soldier - enemy soldier, motorist-
policeman, beggar-pedestrian and opposing supporters during a football match. We 
labeled this factor complexity of contacts, defmed at one end by extensive, complex, 
positive relationships and at the other by narrow, simple, affectively neutral relationships. 
The second factor, labeled equality of contacts, accounted for 21% of the variance 
and is defined by three rating scales with factor loadings from .87 to .96: 
equality/inequality of interpersonal behaviors toward each other, ofpower and of 
importance of activities for the two interactants. A fourth rating scale, equality of goals, 
loaded strongly (.66 and .60) on the first and second factor, and thus fails to discriminate 
between the two dimensions. Role pairings scoring highest on the second factor are 
acquaintances, personal enemies and business rivals, whilst the lowest scoring roles are 
convict-prison warden, defendant-judge and supervisor-factory worker. 
The third and fourth factors each accounted for a further 12% and 10% ofthe 
variance. The third factor, labeled adversarialness of contacts, is defined by two scales 
with loadings of .85 and .68: expression of negative emotions and frequent involvement 
with other people. A third scale, frequent outdoor interactions splits between the second 
and third factors (loading .39 and .44 respectively). Roles scoring highest on this 
dimension (most adversarial) are convict-prison warden and combat soldier-enemy 
soldier, and scoring lowest (least adversarial), are interviewer-job applicant, dentist-
patient and bank manager-customer. 
The fourth factor, labeled containment of contacts, is defined by two scales with 
loadings of.89 and .84: scheduled, private interactions versus unscheduled, public 
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interactions, with interviewer-job applicant and patient-dentist scoring highest and 
supermarket cashier-customer and beggar-pedestrian scoring lowest. 
We are thus able to accept our first hypothesis, viz., that we would identify a 
factor structure consisting of four factors including a general association factor and three 
additional factors related to power, activity and regulation. 
Insert Tables 6,7, 8 and 9 about here 
Use ofVarimax to produce an orthogonal factor structure has the advantage of 
allowing precise definition of the dimensions that emerge as long as the majority of 
variables load selectively on no more than one dimension. This was the case for our 
orthogonal solution. However, the imposition of an orthogonal solution is just that, an 
imposition. In order to achieve clarity of dimensions, we force a solution consisting of 
uncorrelated factors. We were therefore interested to know to what degree the orthogonal 
solution differs or is distorted from the unrotated solution, and a solution involving 
correlated factors. Table 10 shows the Oblim solution. The solution closely resembles the 
orthogonal solution in that it consists of four dimensions and in general, the pattem of 
variable loadings is very similar, although obviously the orthogonal solution forces the 
greatest degree of discrete loading of variables on factors. The intercorrelations of the 
factors in the oblique solution indicate that there is a small degree of correlation between 
L:. 
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the second and three other factors ofthe solution (rl2 = .30, r23 = -.20 and r24 = -.15) 
and negligible correlations amongst the remaining pairs of factors. We are thus reassured 
that the imposition of the orthogonal solution does not produce distortions in the 
emergent pattem of dimensions. 
Insert Table 10 about here 
In order to test the influence of inclusion of infrequent, uncommon role pairings 
on the emergence of the adversarial dimension in particular, we repeated the analysis 
excluding the five role pairings with highest factor scores on the adversarial dimension: 
convict-prison warden, combat soldier-enemy soldier, political opponents, player-football 
coach and opposing players during football match. This reduction continues to produce a 
four factor solution after Varimax rotation identical to the original solution, except that 
the rating scale, frequent outdoor interactions loads moderately (.41) on the second factor 
instead of splitting between the second and fourth factors (see Tables 11 and 12). It is 
notable that the negative variable (H06) shows no evidence ofloading negatively on the 
first, positive, complexity dimension (loading -.05), i.e., it is not negative association. 
We are thus able to accept our second hypothesis, that the variable 'expression of 
negative affect’ would not load negatively on the general, association factor. Our 
hypothesis that this variable would load on an activity dimension is partially supported. 
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In addition to expression ofnegative emotion, the dimension is primarily defined by 
frequent interaction by the role pairing with other people and, when extremely hostile 
role pairings were included, also by frequent outdoor interactions. This is suggestive of 
intense hostility, but not conclusively so. 
Insert Tables 11 andl2 about here 
EFA Solution Excluding the Two Affect Scales 
Given our primary objective of identifying a structural framework ofroles defined 
in terms independent of psychological variables, we also sought a factor solution 
excluding the overtly psychological variables, expression of positive and negative 
emotions. This Principal Components Analysis produced a four factor solution after 
Varimax rotation, very similar to the initial solution (see Tables 13 and 14), however the 
fourth factor is primarily defined by the single variable: frequent interaction with others 
(loading .85). 
We thus also sought a three factor solution (see Tables 15, 16, 17 and 18) which 
replicates the first, second and fourth factors of the initial solution and appears to fit the 
data more parsimoniously. In this solution the first factor accounts for 39% of the 
variance and is very similar to the first factor, complexity of contacts, in the initial 
solution. It is defined by the same variables (minus the positive affect scale), with very 
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similar factor loadings, although the scale, frequent interaction with others (Factor 3 in 
initial solution) now splits between the first and second factors (loadings .47 and .37 
respectively. 
The second factor accounts for 25% of the variance and is defined by the same 
variables with similar loadings as the second factor, equality of contacts, in the initial 
solution, with the addition that the variable, frequent outdoor interactions (Factor 3 in 
initial solution) now loads .50. The third factor accounts for 11% of the variance and is 
defined by the same variables, with similar loadings as the initial fourth factor, 
containment of contacts. 
Insert Tables 15, 16, 17 & 18 about here 
Hierarchical Cluster Analysis Including and Excluding the Two Affect Scales 
A between-groups linkage hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted using a 
similarity proximity matrix based on Pearson correlations for both the 16 rating scales 
including affect scales (see Table 19) and the 14 rating scales excluding affect scales (see 
Table 20). Calculation of the proximity matrix on the basis of correlations was preferred 
over other methods such as squared Euclidean distance because it is the profile ofratings 
across the 56 roles, not the distance between discrete role pairings that is of interest to our 
study. The purpose of the cluster analysis was to confirm the relevance of the dimensions 
that emerged in factor analysis and further explore the conceptual organization of role 
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pairings for Hong Kong Chinese. The method of using amalgamation coefficients for 
determining the number ofclusters in the solution was not helpful in either instance as 
there were no obvious jumps in the values of the coefficients. 
A rational decision was taken to present the nine cluster solution for the analysis 
including affect scales and seven cluster solution for the analysis excluding affect scales. 
Overall the two solutions are highly similar. The main differences are that the solution 
with affect scales discriminates family from friends, colleagues and peers, whilst the 
solution without affects discriminates close from distant family. Additionally, the 
solution with affect scales discriminates amongst utilitarian relationships on the basis of 
three dimensions (complexity, adversarialness and containment), whilst the solution 
without affect scales discriminates these relationships on the basis ofonly two 
dimensions (complexity and containment). 
For both analyses, within the three cluster solutions the first cluster contains all 
the more complex relationships, which include family as well as colleagues of equal 
status; the second cluster includes very simple peer relationships, which are 
coincidentally also adversarial in nature; and the third cluster contains relationships that 
are utilitarian in nature and which are also coincidentally all of unequal status and 
relatively less complex. In subsequent solutions this latter cluster is further divided to 
reflect degrees of complexity, adversarialness and containment. These outcomes confirm 
the relevance of the dimensions: complexity, equality, adversarialness and containment, 
to the conceptual organization of role relationships for Hong Kong Chinese. 
The outcome also suggests however, that the distribution of roles on these 
dimensions may not be normal and that there may be some interesting interaction effects 
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producing clusters ofroles that do not simply exhibit additive effects of the four 
dimensions. This is confirmed by examination of the distributions of factor scores on the 
four dimensions (see Tables 21 and 22). The patterns are clearest for the analysis with 
affect scales, but similar trends are evident for the analysis without affect scales. Scores 
on the complexity dimension are tri-modal, discriminating three groups: close family; 
distant family, friends and colleagues; and all others. Scores on the equality dimension 
are clearly bi-modal, discriminating a minority of equal relationships, from the majority 
ofunequal relationships. The adversarial and containment dimensions are approximately 
normally distributed but with above-normal numbers of roles located around the mean, 
that is, not showing discrimination on these dimensions. This latter finding suggests that 
the adversarial and containment dimensions discriminate amongst some types ofroles but 
not others. The cluster analysis suggests that these dimensions do discriminate amongst 
utilitarian relationships (less complex, unequal), but do not appear to discriminate 
amongst more complex and equal relationships. In other words, the factor structure and 
conceptual organization of family, friends, colleagues and peers may be different from 
that of utilitarian relationships. 
To test this latter idea we repeated the factor analyses dividing the roles into the 
two clusters differentiated in the two cluster solutions. This produced a first group of 31 
family and peer relationships and a second group of 24 unequal utilitarian relationships. 
The solutions, with and without affects, are presented in Tables 23 and 24. These results 
are not taken as conclusive given that the ratio of roles, representing subjects, to variables 
falls below the desirable standard of 4:1, but rather are suggestive of trends that could be 
explored further in future studies. 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
The family and peer relationships produce a three factor solution that accounts for 
around 75% ofthe variance. The first and second dimensions are very similar to the 
complexity and equality dimensions found in all previous analyses, with the minor 
changes that the variable; interactions rarely scheduled, loads on the complexity 
dimension and the equality dimension is reversed. Close family pairs such as husband-
wife have the highest loading on the first dimension and adversarial peers such as combat 
solider-enemy solidier have the lowest loadings. On the second dimension, distant family 
pairs such as mother-in-law - son-in-law are most unequal, whilst peers and colleagues 
such as fiance-fiancee and surgeon-surgeon are most equal. The third dimension is 
defined by three variables: visible, outdoors and involved with others and this might be 
labeled visibility. Opposing football players and supporters and fellow students are most 
visible whilst personal enemies and business rivals are most private. 
Perhaps the most interesting finding is the loading of the affect scales. In contrast 
to all previous analyses, the affect scales load in opposition to each other, on the first 
complexity dimension, such that complex relationships are associated with frequent 
expression of positive affect but rare expression of negative affect, whilst simple 
relationships are associated with frequent expression of negative affect and rare 
expression of positive emotions. 
The utilitarian relationships also produce a three factor solution that accounts for 
around 70% of the variance. The first and second factors each account for between 25% 
and 30% of the variance and are interchanged in the analyses with and without affect. 
One of these dimensions ressembles the complexity dimensions found elsewhere in that it 
is defined by frequent, lengthy interactions and long-lasting relationships, although not 
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by the variables: wide ranging activities and varied locations，which split between the two 
dimensions. There is also an additional loading variable; often involved with others. This 
dimension is therefore better labeled exposure of contacts, with roles such as player-
football coach and secretary-boss involving considerable exposure in terms ofboth time 
and people whilst interviewer- job applicant and patient-dentist involve minimal 
exposure. The other dimension closely resembles the equality dimensions found 
elsewhere with the added variable; control over choice of activities. Member ofchurch-
priest and graduate student-professor have high scores on this dimension, indicating they 
are relatively more equal than the other roles in the sub-population ofunequal 
relationships, whilst defendant-judge and convict-prison warden have low scores and are 
thus extremely unequal. The third dimension is very similar to the containment 
dimension found previously with interviewer-job applicant and patient-dentist scoring 
high and beggar-pedestrian and supermarket cashier-customer scoring low. 
Again the loading of the affect scales is most interesting. Expression ofpositive 
affect loads on the equality dimension producing a dimension that might be labeled 
harmony. By contrast, expression of negative affect loads on the exposure dimension 
such that long-lasting, public relationships are associated with expression of negative 
affect and brief, private relationships are not. 
With respect to our second hypothesis, it appears that the precise loading of 
expression of negative affect at least for Hong Kong Chinese, may vary as a function of 
the type of role relationships involved. For family, peers and colleagues, the result is 
similar to that described by Triandis (1977) from studies of self-perceptions ofbehavioral 
intentions, that is, expression of positive and negative affects load on opposite ends of the 
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same dimension: association-dissociation. By contrast, for utilitarian relationships, which 
are all relatively less complex, more distant and more unequal, expression ofpositive 
affect is associated with more equal relationships whilst expression ofnegative affect is 
associated with long-lasting, relatively public relationships. 
Discussion 
General Implications of the Results 
The normative framework of role relationships identified in this study has 
implications both for normative frameworks in general, as well as specifically for Hong 
Kong Chinese. The first point to note is that our informants were indeed able to produce 
reliable responses that reflect culture-level variables. The fact that the mean inter-rater 
correlations were above .40 on 13 of the 16 variables and the standard deviations of 
ratings on individual roles ranged from 0 to 2.85 with a grand mean of 1.31 suggests that 
these subjects share a common view of the nature and dynamics of role relationships with 
other members of their culture within their society. 
The idea that individuals have a shared collective concept of social relationships 
is reflected in Carl Jung's concept of the persona. In Jungian psychology the persona, 
derived from the Latin word for mask, designates that part of the personality that one 
presents to the world to gain social approval or other advantages and to coincide with 
one's idea ofhow one should appear in public. In this sense, the persona reveals little of 
what a person really is; it is the public face, determined by what one perceives to be 
acceptable to other people. According to Jung, no one wears the same mask on all 
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occasions. The persona is made of many masks, each of which is assumed as the 
appropriate response to a specific environment and set ofconditions (Mattoon, 1981， 
pp.28). To quote Jung, the persona: 
is a compromise between individual and society as to what a man should appear to be. He takes a 
name, eams a title, represents an office, he is this or that. In a certain sense all this is real, yet in 
relation to the essential individuality of the person concerned it is only a secondary reality, a 
product ofcompromise, in making which, others often have a greater share than he. (CW7, par. 
246) 
In identifying the normative framework of role relationships we are revealing the 
organizational structure underlying the many masks constructed, agreed and assumed by 
the members of that society. 
The second point to note is that even though our study used externally referenced, 
context characteristics of role pairings, the resultant dimensions are essentially the same 
as those identified in previous studies (e.g. Chuang, 1998; Triandis, Vassiliou and 
Nassiakou, 1968; and Yang, 1970) that used normative behaviors associated with role 
relationships. All studies identified association and power dimensions and all but 
Chuang，1998 also identified a hostility dimension. Based on the reports of these previous 
studies we are unable to confirm whether the location of roles within dimensional space 
is more or less equivalent irrespective whether the space is defined in terms of objective, 
context characteristics or normative behaviors. This overlap needs to be confirmed in 
future studies. 
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However the present suggestion is that a situation defined in terms ofculturally 
agreed characteristics, even behavioral characteristics, may well be equivalent to an 
objective definition ofthe situation. It seems then, that 'unpackaging' the contributions of 
the person and the situation to behavior may involve isolating individual-level and 
culture-level determinants ofbehavior. The studies of affect in relation to social episodes 
(Forgas, 1976; Forgas and Bond, 1985; and Pervin, 1976) appear to be reflecting 
perceptions ofsituations based on the individuals' affective reactions. We now need to 
know under what conditions individuals attend to their own internal states and affects as 
opposed to cultural behavior norms in construing and reacting to situations. Ultimately 
we may be looking at a model ofbehavior composed of personality, cultural and 
situational factors. Situational factors may still need to be included to account for extreme 
situations that fall outside cultural control, for example, disasters and emergencies and for 
extreme individuals ^>ersonalities) who fall outside cultural control, for example, by 
virtue of extensive cross-cultural experience and/or ideological development or at the 
other extreme, as presentations of anti-social personality disorders. 
Thirdly, the fact that the framework revealed in this study with Hong Kong 
Chinese subjects, parallels the results of other normative studies with American, Greek 
and Taiwanese Chinese subjects (Chuang, 1998; Triandis, 1977; Yang, 1970) suggests 
that there is some common basis to the development of role relationships across cultures 
and societies. The most consistent findings across normative studies of role relationships 
is the emergence of a primary, general dimension, accounting for around 40% of 
variance, that reflects the extent of association between role incumbents, and a second 
factor that reflects the relative position of role incumbents towards each other in terms of 
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power and status. These findings are consistent with an evolutionary perspective of 
human cognition. Buss (1999，pp. 384) argues that many of the most important adaptive 
problems humans have faced over the past several million years are inherently social in 
nature and specifically concerned about relationships with others. For this reason we can 
expect that the human mind has evolved psychological mechanisms dedicated to 
addressing relational issues and that at a fundamental level, at least some ofthese 
mechanisms will be common across all humans. An evolutionary perspective highlights 
the centrality ofsexual relationships, family and genetic relatedness to the organization of 
human social cognition. This explains the primacy of the association dimension, which in 
effect distributes relationships according to the degree of genetic relatedness between the 
incumbents. Buss also argues for the centrality of the psychology of status, prestige and 
reputation. He points out that humans are group-living species with well-articulated 
social hierarchies that occur universally across cultures and sub-cultures. People's 
prestige, status and reputation determine a host of evolutionarily important events such as 
survival and access to mates. The centrality of popularity and status as biologically-based 
motivations underlying personality is also argued by Hogan (Hogan, 1982, p.56). This 
explains the consistent emergence of a power/status dimension in addition to the primary 
dimension of association. 
The Marwell and Hage (1970) factor analytic study of contextual variables and 
role relationships failed to find a power or status dimension, very probably because they 
failed to include variables that tapped the internal relativities between incumbents of 
roles. However, what they did find in addition to the primary association dimension 
(named by them Intimacy), were two dimensions interpreted by them as being concerned 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
with social control. In a similar vein to the evolutionary view expressed above, Marwell 
and Hage argued that the primary association dimension distinguishes intimate, “family 
spirit" relationships from instrumental relationships with strangers. In their view, intimate 
relationships involve such strong internalized primary commitments between partners 
that their interaction need not be supervised by society. At the other extreme, society may 
have little care what occurs within relationships with complete outsiders. They argue 
however, that for relationships with important outcomes for society, but which lack 
internalized assurances of performance due to close association, additional modes of 
control become relevant. Their study identified two such dimensions ofsocial control: 
visibility and regulation. 
The factor analyses on the 56 roles in the present study failed to produce social 
control dimensions directly equivalent to those identified in the Marwell and Hage (1970) 
study. However our fourth dimension, 'containment of contacts' combines elements from 
the two control dimensions in that it is defined at one end by scheduled, private 
interactions and at the other by unscheduled, public ones. It is also interesting that in the 
analyses of the sub-populations of roles, a visibility dimension emerged for family, 
colleagues and peers, whilst an exposure dimension emerged for utilitarian relationships. 
Hence, Marwell & Hage's concept of society's need to regulate relationships between 
relative strangers but involving important outcomes appears useful. Our containment 
dimension appears to distinguish between intense, professional relationships that occur 
behind closed doors, (e.g. interviewer-job applicant and dentist-patient) and superficial 
relationships that occur in public view (e.g. beggar-pedestrian, supermarket cashier-
customer). Following Marwell and Hage's reasoning, the implication is that on the one 
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hand, socially prescribed scripts and behavioral norms associated with professional 
relationships serve to regulate the interaction between relative strangers who interact in 
private, whilst on the other hand, visibility serves this same regulating function for 
relationships between strangers that take place in public view. These concepts are closely 
aligned with Triandis' (1977) identification ofhis third dimension as intimate-informal-
formal. The suggestion is that intimate relationships are those that are internally 
regulated, informal ones are those that do not require regulation either because they are 
visible or their outcomes are so trivial, and formal relationships are those that involve 
role-prescribed regulation. These ideas are also reflected in Wish, Deutsch and Kaplan's 
(1976) fourth dimension, socioemotional and informal versus task-oriented and formal. 
A number of studies including the present one, have identified a fourth dimension. 
Triandis, Vassiliou and Nassiakou (1968) found a fourth hostility dimension, whilst 
Wish, Deutsch and Kaplan (1976) described their third dimension as intense versus 
superficial. The common element between these two dimensions and the adversarial 
dimension identified in the present study is intensity of activity and/or negative emotions. 
In the case of the Triandis et. al. study and possibly in the 56 role analyses in the present 
study, intensity is associated with expression of negative affect. This is further supported 
by the finding in the sub-population analysis that expression of negative affect loads onto 
an exposure dimension for utilitarian relationships. Roles with high scores on this 
dimension tend to be intense in that they endure longer and involve frequent, lengthy 
interactions involving other people and they are also associated with expression of 
negative affect. What remains unclear is whether the association between intensity and 
Taxonomy of Role Relationships 3 3 
expression ofnegative affect reflects a causal relationship (i.e., whether intense activities 
generate and/or disinhibit expression of negative affects). 
The idea that relationships are subject to two forms of controls, internal and 
external, aligns with the evolutionary concepts presented earlier. There is a suggestion 
that the organization of relationships on the basis of genetic-relatedness or association, 
and status or power may be founded on universal human cognitive attributes that can be 
traced to our early heritage as hunter-gatherer tribes (see Hogan, 1982，pp. 56). In this 
sense we might expect to find the first and second dimensions universally amongst all 
human groups. However more recently in evolutionary time, as societies have grown to 
sizes far in excess of an average tribe, cultures have developed, agreed and applied 
additional modes of regulation for the many new forms of interactions that must now take 
place between relative strangers. Whilst culturally-defined behavioral regulation through 
role scripts may be common to all post-primitive human cultural groups, we could expect 
to find considerable variation across cultures in the form and detail of these regulations. 
In this sense, the emergence of the third and fourth regulation and intensity dimensions 
may be much less consistent and uniform across different cultural groups. These 
conclusions are supported by the results of the cluster analysis, which suggest that 
relationships fall into two distinct categories: family, friends and peers versus utilitarian 
relationships. Results of factor analyses on these two groups also support the notion that 
association and power dimensions, possibly being biologically based, apply to all types of 
relationships, whilst the regulation dimensions (exposure and containment) apply 
primarily to utilitarian relationships. 
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Specific Implications of the Results for Hong Kong Chinese 
There are good reasons for expecting that Chinese individuals would be capable 
ofaccurately reporting on culturally agreed dimensions of role relationships. As Yang 
(1981) points out, the importance of others in defining the Chinese self"represents a 
tendency for a person to act in accordance with external expectations or social norms, 
rather than with internal wishes or personal integrity" (p. 161). Or as Cheng (1990) 
argues, the role, not the self, determines the behavior in most East Asian cultures. A 
Chinese person's identity is connected closely with the social role he or she plays. The 
Chinese social code is of"acting a human being", instead of"being" one (Sun, 1991, 
p.20). 
There are other characteristics of Chinese relationships that we might expect 
could influence the culturally agreed framework of role relationships. Social networks 
form an important part of Chinese social life. Chinese develop complex networks of 
guanxi (relationships), which expand day by day throughout their lives. Each individual 
is born into a social network of family members, and as he or she grows up, group 
memberships involving education, occupation, and residence will provide new 
opportunities for expanding this network (Gabrenya & Hwang, 1996). Yang (1992) 
divides Chinese relationships into three groups: jiajen (family members), shoujen 
(relatives outside the family, friends, neighbours, classmates, and colleagues), and 
shengjen (strangers). The membership of each group denotes different social interactions. 
In jiajen relationships, behavior is strictly demarcated by role and duty, while in shoujen 
relations there is a more moderate reciprocity and a more conditional sense of 
independence. In the shengjen relationship there is a high degree of reciprocity and no 
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interdependence between actors (Goodwin and Tang, 1996). This distinction overlaps 
with Hwang's (1987) concept of the three major exchange rules in Chinese societies. The 
first is based on the expressive tie, common within the jiajen relationship, and involves 
exchanges based largely on need. The second, the mixed tie, is based on influence and is 
common in the shoujen relationship. Finally, instrumental ties are based heavily on equity 
principles and are most common with strangers {shengjen relationships). The results of 
the cluster analysis in this study appear to provide empirical evidence to support these 
theoretical notions. Distinct clusters emerge representing close family (jiajen); distant 
family, friends, colleagues and peers (shoujen); and utilitarian relationships (shengjen). 
In addition, the notion ofhierarchy permeates every aspect of Chinese society 
(Bond & Hwang, 1986; Taylor, 1989), thus it can be expected to form a central part in 
any investigation of Chinese interpersonal relationships. Within the hierarchical structure, 
each person has a defined role with prescribed behavioral norms (Gao, 1996). One 
consequence of the hierarchical system is that it provides the basis for nonsymmetrical 
communication. In Chinese parental education, a good child is one who shows an ability 
to listen but never talks back (Gao, 1996). Wang (1990) argues that the younger 
generation's total withdrawal strategy is the solution to intergenerational conflicts in 
Chinese culture. Harmony is thus preserved. This pattem of communication also applies 
to other relationships, for example, employees (Zhuang, 1990). Again, the cluster 
analysis provides empirical support for some of these theoretical notions. The two cluster 
solution divides relationships into family (mixed equality) plus equal relationships versus 
all other unequal relationships. It therefore seems that hierarchy or lack thereof, plays an 
important role in the organization of relationships for Hong Kong Chinese. 
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Within the context ofthese insights from traditional Chinese culture, it must also 
be recognized that Hong Kong Chinese, particularly university graduates, have been 
exposed to many aspects ofBritish and American culture, both through media and 
interpersonal contacts. We could expect that these influences might moderate any 
significant differences in relational cognition that might exist between Westem and 
Chinese cultures. 
To facilitate our investigation of the structural framework underlying role 
relationships for Hong Kong Chinese, in addition to the cluster analyses, the 56 role 
pairings were categorized on the basis of the four-factor solution based on the 16 
variables (including affect scales). The complexity dimension was divided into three 
categories: jiajen (close family), factor scores over 1.0, shoujen (relatives and friends), 
factor scores between 0 and 1.0, and shengjen (strangers), factor scores below 0. The 
remaining three dimensions were divided into two categories, above and below factor 
scores of 0 (See Table 25). The equality, containment and adversarial dimensions divide 
the role pairings almost equally, but with slight biases towards unequal, uncontained and 
non-adversarial relationships. This categorization of roles clearly discriminates the three 
theoretical groupings: jiajen, shoujen and shengjen, with almost half the role pairings 
falling in the latter grouping. This categorization is however different from the results of 
the cluster analysis, which produced one cluster of equal shoujen and shengjen withjiajen 
relationships, and a second cluster of unequal shoujen and shengjen relationships. 
The patterns within the three main relational groupings in Table 25 are however, 
quite revealing. Jiajen relationships are predominantly public and unscheduled, in other 
words, unregulated. Also, in the cluster analyses jiajen relationships were apparently not 
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differentiated on the basis ofany regulation dimensions. This is consistent with Marwell 
and Hage's (1970) notion that close family relationships are internally regulated. The 
exceptions are boy-friend - girl-friend, fiance-fiancee and father - son (adult). The first 
two ofthese may well require external social regulation because of continuing sexual 
taboos within Chinese society. A further explanation may be that these three relationships 
are coincidentally equal in power. Given that Gao (1996) has suggested that within 
Chinese society, hierarchical position imposes a degree of social control, it may be that 
these equal relationships rely instead on social control imposed through scripts and 
behavioral norms inherent within the role relationships. 
On the other hand, there does not appear to be support for Gao (1996) and Wang's 
(1990) suggestion that harmony is preserved within Chinese families through hierarchical 
roles. Based on the factor analysis of 56 roles, half thejiajen relationships are adversarial 
in nature, that is, involve expression of negative emotions towards each other and 
frequent interaction with others and three of these are unequal relationships (mother-son 
(12), father-daughter (12) and brother (16)-brother (12)). The picture is less clear from 
results of the factor analysis of family, colleagues and peers. Family relationships score 
positively on the complexity dimension, which is associated with expression of positive 
but not negative affects. However, because many variables load on this dimension, it is 
less sensitive in measuring expression of emotions. 
In Table 25, the most distinctive characteristic of the shoujen relationships is that 
very few are adversarial in nature. Within this group of relationships it may be that 
hierarchical position plays a role in regulating expression of negative emotions. The 
majority of these relationships are either restricted (regulated) or unequal (hierarchical) or 
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both and these controls may suppress expression of negative emotions in roles that might 
otherwise involve conflict (e.g. mother-in-law — son-in-law, professor-graduate, 
professor-undergraduate). 
The most distinctive characteristic of the shengjen relationships is that the 
majority are unequal in power and those that are adversarial are either restricted and/or 
unequal. As for the shoujen relationships, social control through hierarchical or regulated 
role scripts may serve to eliminate or at least reduce expression of negative emotions 
between strangers. From this perspective, the most uncontrolled and hence volatile 
relationships are amongst opposing football players and their supporters. 
With respect to the question of whether expression of negative affect loads 
exclusively and negatively on the primary association dimension or alternatively, loads 
on a separate orthogonal dimension, it seems this may depend on the type of relationship 
involved. Amongst jiajen and equal shoujen and shengjen relationships, expression of 
affects are associated with degree of complexity or association such that complex, close 
relationships involve positive but not negative affects whilst simple, distant relationships 
involve negative but not positive affects. By contrast，amongst unequal shoujen and 
shengjen relationships, expression of positive affects is associated with more equal 
relationships whilst expression of negative affects is associated with relationships 
involving extensive contacts, both in terms of timings and other people. These results are 
suggestive of complex interactive effects amongst the major dimensions, which will not 
have been detected in previous studies that only employed factor analytic or 
multidimensional scaling techniques. Such effects only emerge when clustering 
techniques are employed. 
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The Contextually-defmed Normative Framework ofRole Relationships for Hong Kong 
Chinese 
One of the primary objectives of the study was to develop a framework of role 
relationships defined in terms that are independent from psychological variables of the 
individual respondents. To this end we repeated the factor analysis removing the two 
psychological variables, expression of positive and negative affects. This resulted in the 
loss of the fourth adversarial dimension. Comparison ofTables 9 and 18, which show 
plots of the role pairings according to the factor solutions including and excluding affects, 
indicates that overall, the contextually-defmed framework (excluding affects) succeeds in 
capturing the same cognitive space as that with affects, at least with respect to the first 
three dimensions, complexity, equality and containment. 
The loss in this analysis of the fourth, adversarial dimension may raise doubts 
over its robustness as a significant dimension of social relationships, or alternatively it 
may be due to there being too few relevant measures. In future the situation could be 
improved through generation of additional variables relevant to both the containment 
(regulation) and adversarial (intensity) dimensions. It is a concem that the three context 
variables that define these two dimensions in the present study coincidentally showed the 
lowest inter-rater reliabilities. This may have been due to problems with the translations 
of the definitions and examples that could be improved upon in future. Alternatively it 
may be that the concepts involved in these variables are more difficult or less familiar for 
the raters, perhaps even because they relate to more remote, culturally versus biologically 
determined dimensions of social control. In future, items tapping control over timing and 
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location of interactions could be developed as potential additional contextual measures of 
the containment dimension. Contextual items to tap the adversarial dimension might 
include items measuring the degree of expenditure of physical and mental energy. 
An additional future direction might involve developing a contextually-defined 
normative framework specifically for utilitarian role relationships, that is, excluding 
family, colleague and peer relationships. If our interpretation of the cluster analyses is 
correct, that the conceptual organization of utilitarian relationships is different from that 
of family, colleagues and peers because utilitarian relationships are organized to reflect 
specific social control dimensions, then a framework focused on these relationships 
should prove more useful for subsequent attempts to predict behavior. 
Further Studies 
The present study provides clear directions for future studies. Given the paucity of 
studies on normative frameworks of role relationships and of affects in relation to social 
episodes worldwide, there is clearly a need for replication studies both within Chinese 
societies (China, Taiwan, Hong Kong) and within a range of contrasting cultures. As 
Triandis (1977) explains, clarification of factor structures emerges through replications 
across different subject pools and using extensive, varied sets of variables and role 
relationships. 
A replication of this study within a culture that contrasts sharply with Hong Kong 
would be particularly valuable in helping to clarify the robustness and universality of the 
regulation and adversarial dimensions. As mentioned earlier, whilst there may be reasons 
rooted in evolutionary biology that explain why the association and power dimensions 
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appear universally in all human cultures, we may find greater diversity amongst those 
dimensions that reflect socially controlled regulation of relationships outside the 
immediate family or clan. Ironically, classification of cultures is based on a set of 
dimensions that bear uncanny resemblance to the dimensions identified for role 
relationships. Smith and Schwartz (1997) have proposed that, based on many culture-
level studies of values, two dimensions emerge as the best-estimates of country-level 
dimensions: 1. the preferred cultural view of individual-group relations (autonomous 
versus embedded) and 2. the preferred cultural mode of motivating responsible social 
behavior and allocation of resources (negotiation among equals versus acceptance of 
unequal hierarchical roles). These dimensions are reminiscent ofHofstede's (1980) 
dimensions of individualism-collectivism and power distance, which in tum bear close 
relationship to the association-dissociation and equality dimensions of role relationships. 
Hofstede's (1980) study located Hong Kong low on individualism (ranked 37/53) and 
high on power distance (15/53) (Smith and Bond, 1998). It would be particularly valuable 
to replicate the present study in a culture high on individualism and low on power 
distance, for example, Australia (ranked 2/53 on individualism and 41/53 on power 
distance). 
A final direction for future research indicated by the present study is replication 
within Chinese cultures of studies of affect in relation to social episodes (Forgas, 1976; 
Pervin, 1976). Whilst a handful of researchers have begun to explore the normative 
framework ofrole relationships within Chinese societies, to date no one has successfully 
attempted to explore whether Chinese are able to describe their social experiences in 
terms other than culturally-defined norms. This is a particularly interesting question given 
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that emotional restraint is highly valued in Chinese societies (Bond, 1993), rules for 
emotional control are strongly endorsed (Argyle, Henderson, Bond, Iizuka, & Contarello, 
1984) and evidence shows that Chinese people report feeling emotions less intensely and 
for a shorter duration than other cultural groups (Wallbott & Scherer, 1986). Specifically, 
what we want to know is to what extent Chinese subjects perceive social situations in 
terms of their individual internal states and affects aroused within those situations and 
what bearing if any does this have on the behavior they exhibit in those situations. Can 
we predict which individuals and which situations are more likely to exhibit or elicit 
individual internally driven versus cultural norm-driven behaviors? Such a study would 
add greatly to our understanding not only of Chinese relational cognition, but also of the 
universal relationships between behaviors, persons and situations. 
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Appendix A 
0 1 mVOLVEMENT WITH OTHERPEOPLE 
How often are other people involved when the members of the role pairing are 
together? 
Note: By involvement with others we mean taUdng and doing things with others, not simply being in a 
crowd or pubHc pkce. 
For example: 
RARELY nWOLVED WITH SOMETmES DTVOLVED WITH OTHER VERY OFTEN EVOLVED WITH 
OTHER PEOPLE PEOPLE OTHERPEOPLE 
NEVER ALWAYS 
INVOLVED mVOLVED 
WITH OTHERS WTTH 
OTHERS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 I I I I I L 
0_1% 2-15% 16-35% 36-64% 65^% 85-98% 99-100% 
OF THE OF THE 
TIME TIME 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Bus Best Tennis 
driver- friends partners 
passenger (same sex, (during 
aged 16 doubles 
yrs.) game) 
Explanation: 
Very brief 50% alone Always 
interaction together, interacting 
with no 50% with with 
one else friends opponents 
involved 
After sorting the role pairing cards, list the numbers of the role pairings in the 
following columns. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Appendix B. Standard Deviations of Subjects ‘ Ratings on the 56 Roles Within 
Each Rating Scale. 
01 02 03 04 05 06 A1 A2 A3 L1 L2 L3 T1 T2 T3 T4 MEAN 
1 2.09 2.06 0.94 1.08 0.61 1.29 1.12 0 1.29 1.54 0.97 0.26 0.78 0.85 1.7 0.97 1.10 
2 2.32 1.9 0.91 1.12 1.08 1.65 0 0.61 1.29 1.68 0.82 1.34 0.36 0.49 1.77 1.04 1.15 
3 1.81 1.07 1.34 1.21 1.06 1.03 0.91 1.27 1.39 1.75 0.63 0.93 0.36 0.68 1.76 0.36 1.10 
4 2.09 1.47 1.83 1.56 1.12 1.06 1.09 1.08 1.86 1.7 0.75 1.87 0.48 0.99 2.26 0.89 1.38 
5 1.74 1.85 0.57 1 0.47 1.44 0.89 0 1.55 1.75 1.02 0.82 0.73 1.03 1.74 1.47 1.13 
6 1.82 1.23 1.29 1.33 1.08 0.96 0.91 1.35 1.34 1.51 0.99 1.51 0.48 0.88 2.03 0.25 1.19 
7 1.39 1.22 1.55 1.32 1.75 1.65 1.38 1.27 1.22 2.02 0.36 0.63 0.57 0.44 1.55 0 1.15 
8 1 . 5 5 1 . 2 5 1 . 3 8 1.7 1 . 6 5 0 . 8 1 1 . 5 9 1 . 4 5 1 . 4 2 1.7 0 . 9 6 1 . 8 3 1 . 3 5 1 . 5 2 1 . 7 2 0 . 7 7 1 . 4 2 
9 1.45 1.66 1.22 1.47 1.5 1.6 1.44 1.33 1.6 1.25 1.15 2.13 1.25 1.5 2.31 0.89 1.48 
10 1.92 1.37 1.02 1.12 1.08 1.44 1.13 0.83 1.8 1.44 1.08 1.68 0.94 1.12 2.16 0.63 1.30 
11 1.87 1.47 1.22 1.6 1.23 1.02 1.49 1.16 1.72 1.51 1.05 1.98 1.46 1.18 1.86 0.91 1.42 
12 2.09 1.09 1.71 1.69 1.62 1.01 1.8 1.26 1.23 1.33 1.06 1.9 1.71 1.14 2.07 0.83 1.47 
13 1.62 1.3 1.06 1.54 1.01 1.59 1.68 1.45 1.51 1.61 0.75 1.73 1.35 1.58 1.94 0.79 1.41 
14 1.81 1.23 1.4 1.69 1.25 1.13 1.72 1.11 1.18 1.56 1.12 1.87 1.83 1.08 2.04 0.84 1.43 
15 2.03 1.08 0.89 1.38 1.02 1.09 1.18 0.79 1.56 1.66 1.14 1.79 1 1.39 2.16 0.72 1.31 
16 2.12 1.83 1.5 1.44 1.15 1.39 0.96 1.13 1.87 1.48 1.08 1.88 0.63 1.36 2.22 0.63 1.42 
17 1.58 0.57 1.06 1.74 1.31 1.23 1.06 1.09 1.4 1.54 1.1 1.49 1.08 1.82 1.86 0.59 1.28 
18 1.67 0.34 0.94 1.32 1.26 1 1.06 0.91 1.69 1.2 1.16 1.2 1.24 1.31 1.38 1.03 1.17 
19 1.34 0.47 0.85 1.05 0.77 1.57 0.74 0.92 1.23 1.58 1.24 1.59 0.61 1.31 1.22 1.29 1.11 
20 0.93 0.57 0.72 1.29 1.42 0.85 0.67 1.18 1.86 1.96 0.66 1.76 1.43 1.62 1.38 0.56 1.18 
21 1.43 1.03 0.72 1.05 0.99 0.99 1.04 0.99 1.68 1.5 1.26 1.63 1.5 1.5 1.73 0.45 1.22 
22 2.24 1.01 1.61 2.25 1.26 0.93 0.91 2.01 1.66 2.62 1.49 2.09 1.07 0.83 2.06 1.5 1.60 
23 1.5 0.47 1.25 0.92 0.88 0.97 1.24 1.01 1.54 1.5 1.26 1.81 1.43 1.27 1.84 0.7 1.22 
24 1.6 0.91 0.74 1.38 1.24 1.14 0.75 0.96 1.35 1.34 0.63 0.75 0.51 1.15 1.25 0.84 1.03 
25 1.8 1.64 1.32 1.01 1.31 0.99 1.4 0.77 1.99 2.52 1.61 1.5 1.5 0.95 2.23 1.37 1.49 
26 0.61 2.05 0.72 1.09 1.21 1.46 0 2.41 1.44 2.22 1.66 1.62 1.08 0 0.77 0 1.15 
27 1.69 1.57 1.15 1.38 1.366 0.89 1.18 1.06 1.18 1.73 0.42 0.92 0.63 2.19 1.81 0.41 1.22 
28 1.54 1.39 1.05 1.57 1.12 1.02 1.08 1.36 1.33 2.11 0.43 1.43 1.86 1.85 1.98 0.35 1.34 
29 1.55 1.41 1.49 0.86 1.14 1.44 0.79 0.88 1.41 1.62 1.38 0.43 1.08 0.65 1.09 0.83 1.13 
30 1.78 1.87 1.7 1.28 1.57 1.3 1.41 1.55 1.94 1.82 1.34 1.42 1.4 1.14 0.91 1.24 1.48 
31 2.1 1.26 1.02 0.75 1.3 1.33 1.38 1.4 1.39 1.54 0.27 0.42 1.15 1.22 1.94 0.89 1.21 
32 2 1.48 1.22 0.99 0.8 0.91 0.74 1.93 1.58 1.52 0 0.61 1.56 0.25 1.39 0.56 1.10 
33 1.39 1.36 1.09 1 1.84 1.32 1.11 1.34 1.5 2.11 0.36 0.85 1.01 0.63 1.99 1.22 1.26 
34 1.35 1.59 1 1.29 1.79 0.73 1.08 1.55 1.38 1.93 0.42 0.75 0.51 0.67 1.92 0.81 1.17 
35 1.84 1.67 1.21 0.93 1.45 1.07 1.06 1.46 1.65 1.69 0.42 0.36 1.13 1.13 1.77 0.59 1.21 
36 1.87 1.19 0.96 0.82 1.19 1.01 0.99 0.98 1.5 1.61 1.14 1.34 0.42 0.88 1.4 0.73 1.13 
37 1.52 1.54 1.2 0.53 0.77 1.1 1.06 1.12 1.84 0.96 0.74 1.6 0.82 1.38 2.07 0.53 1,17 
38 1.67 1.92 0.86 1.48 1.07 1.5 1.12 1.53 1.06 1.83 1.36 1.76 1.08 0.75 1.85 0.66 1.34 
39 1.24 1.38 1.26 1.65 1.43 1.03 0.75 1.37 1.54 2.38 0.36 0.57 0.61 1.04 0.35 1.26 1.14 
40 1.87 1.51 1.83 1.12 0.96 1.54 1.47 1.24 1.63 1.66 0.77 1.06 0.91 0.77 1.24 0.63 1.26 
41 2.74 1.99 2.23 2.7 0 1.61 0.81 1.39 0.35 2.39 1.59 0.93 0.75 1.66 2.57 1.68 1.59 
42 2.38 0.95 1.64 2.78 0.25 2.11 1.06 2.04 1.73 2.06 1.38 1.71 1.06 0.81 2.62 1.68 1.64 
43 2.32 1.78 2.37 2.5 0.44 1.82 1.13 0.61 2.03 2.3 0.42 1.09 1.32 1.1 2.01 0.74 1.50 
44 1.89 0.62 1.6 2.61 0.6 1.59 1.18 1.12 0.35 2.31 1.43 1.88 1.46 1.25 2.03 0.99 1.43 
45 1.93 0.73 1.61 2.82 0.79 1.59 1.45 1.48 0.25 1.74 1.64 1.69 1.29 1.09 2.19 1.09 1.46 
46 1.09 0.8 2.27 2.03 1.53 1.6 1.88 1.47 1.14 1.43 1.85 2.09 1.09 0.96 2.61 1.68 1.60 
47 2.31 1.29 1.33 2.79 0.85 1.66 1.79 1.39 2.09 2.04 1.34 1.65 1.18 1.09 2.16 1.27 1.64 
48 2.6 0.82 1.59 2.73 1.43 1.91 1.43 1.72 1.37 2.46 1.34 1.72 0.65 1.27 2.14 1.52 1.67 
49 2.85 0.94 0.42 0.93 0.89 1.77 0.61 0.51 1.71 2.15 0 0.92 1.36 1.23 2.34 0.63 1.20 
50 1.26 2.09 1.03 0.92 0.6 1.49 1.09 1.75 2.16 2.1 2.3 1.23 1.15 0.57 1.23 0.25 1.33 
51 2.19 0.4 0.42 0.36 0.88 1.58 0.67 0.35 2.32 1.77 1.13 1.61 1.23 1.6 2.5 1.16 1.26 
52 1.85 1.6 0.85 1.34 1.45 1.51 1.18 1.38 1.8 1.89 1.25 1.87 1.39 1.09 0.91 1.45 1.43 
53 1.8 1.62 2.03 0.91 0.83 1.39 1.29 1.38 1.75 1.65 1.1 1.87 0.76 1.18 1.22 1.42 1.39 
54 1.2 1.85 0.92 0.87 2.08 1.09 1.4 1.69 2.02 1.51 1.47 2.1 1.2 0.77 2.41 0.59 1.45 
55 1.22 1.36 1 1.01 1.2 0.92 0.79 1.11 0.91 1.5 1.17 0.97 0.61 1.04 0.96 0.66 1.03 
56 1.48 1.06 0.73 0.94 1.03 1.46 1.18 1.06 1.43 1.78 0.64 1.49 1.61 1.5 2.12 0.81 1.27 
MEAN 1.77 1.31 1.23 1.42 1.12 1.30 1.11 1.21 1.50 1.77 1.01 1.39 1.05 1.10 1.80 0.87 1.31 
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1. boyfriend-girlfriend (both 20 yrs.) 30. politician - local industrialist 
2. husband-wife 31. bartender - customer 
3. sister(16 yrs)-sister(12 yrs) 32. supermarket cashier - customer 
4. mother-son (12 yrs) 33. bank manager - customer 
5. fiancee - fiance 34. hotel guest - receptionist 
6. brother( 16 yrs)-brother( 12 yrs) 35. waitress - customer 
7. interviewer-job applicant 36. professor-undergraduate student 
8. grandfather-grandson (12 yrs) 37. secretary - boss 
9. daughter-in-law - father-in-law 38. client - social worker 
10. mother-daughter (adult) 39. patient - dentist 
11. mother-in-law - son-in-law 40. player - football coach 
12. nephew - uncle 41.combat soldier - enemy soldier 
13. granddaughter(12 yrs) - grandmother 42. personal enemies 
14. niece - aunt 43. defense barrister — prosecution barrister 
15. son (adult) - father 44. political opponents 
16. daughter (12 yrs) - father 45. business rivals , 
17. typist-typist (same office) 46. ex-wife - ex-husband 
18. police constable - police constable (same precinct) 47. opposing players during football match 
19. church member-church member (same parish) 48. opposing team supporters during football match 
20. surgeon-surgeon (same hospital) 49. defendant - judge 
21. high school teacher - school teacher (same school) 50. motorist - policeman 
22. acquaintance - acquaintance 51. convict - prison warden 
23. business partner - business partner 52. newsreporter - politician 
24. student - student O)oth 20 yrs, same class) 53. member of church - priest 
25. government officer-member ofpublic 54. buyer - real-estate agent 
26. beggar - pedestrian 55. graduate student - professor 
27. flight attendant - passenger 56. supervisor - factory worker 
28. nurse - hospitalised patient 
29. landlord - tenant 
Table 2. Rating Scales with BriefDescriptions 
OCCUPANTS 
0 1 D^VOLVEMENT WITH OTHER PEOPLE 
RARELY RvJVOLVED WITH OTHER PEOPLE | VERY OFTEN mVQLVED WITH OTHER PEOPLE 
02 EQUALITY OF POWER 
ALMOST EQUAL POWER OVER EACH OTHER EXTREMELY UNEQUAL POWER OVER EACH 
OTHER 
03 INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIOURS 
EXTREMELY DISSIMILAR mTERPERSONAL ~~VERY SIMILAR INTERPERSONAL BEHAVIOURS~~ 
BEHAVIOURS WITH RESPECT TO EACH OTHER WITH RESPECT TO EACH OTHER 
04 SIMILARITY OF GOALS 
— EXTREMELY DISSIMILAR GOALS I VERY SMILAR GOALS — 
05 EXPRESSION OF POSITIVE EMOTIONS 
— RARELY EXPRESS POSITIVE EMOTIONS | VERY OFTEN EXPRESS POSITIVE EMOTIONS 一 
06 EXPRESSION OF NEGATIVE EMOTIONS 
— RARELY EXPRESS NEGATIVE EMOTIONS | VERY OFTEN EXPRESS NEGATIVE EMOTIONS — 
ACTIVITIES 
A1 RANGE OF ACTFVITIES 
EXTREMELY NARROW RANGE OF VERY WIDE RANGE OF ACTIVITIES/TOPICS 
ACTIVITIESA-QPICS 
A2 CONTROL OVER CHOICE OF ACTIVITIES 
Mn^IIMAL CONTROL OVER ACTIVITIESATOPICS A GREAT DEAL OF CONTROL OVER 
ACTIVITIESn-QPICS 
A3 RELAXrsnE IMPORTANCE OF ACTrVFTIES 
<1 • 
ALMOST EQUAL IMPORTANCE TO PARTICIPANTS~ EXTREMELY UNEQUAL IMPORTANCE TO 
PARTICIPANTS 
LOCATIONS 
Ll VISIBELITY OF D^TERACTIONS 
� RARELY mTERACT P4 VIEW OF OTHERS | VERY OFTEN D^TERACT JN VIEW OF OTHERS 
L2 OUTDOOR ACXrVITIES 
r RARELY mTERACT OUTDOORS | VERY OFTEN OTERACT OUTDOORS 
L.3 VARIETY OF LOCATIONS 
U m m A L VARIATION E^ LOCATION OF EXTREME VARJ[ATION m LOCATION OF 
mTERACTION n^TERACTIQN 
TIMBVGS 
T1 FREQUENCY OF WTERACTIONS 
厂 n^TERACT INFREQUENTLY | H^TERACT VERY FREQUENTLY 
T2 LENGTH OF m"ERACTIONS 
� n^TERACTIONSAREEXTREMELYBRffiF | D^JTERACTIONS ARE VERY LENGTHY 
T3 SCHEDULING OF EVTERACTIONS 
� RARELY SCHEDULED H^ ADVANCE | VERY OFTEN SCHEDULED IN ADVANCE 
T4 LENGTH OF RELATIONSHU* 
fTXTREMELY BREEF PAIRnvIG | VERY LONG PAIRING 
Table 3. 
Mean Inter-Rater Correlations Across 56 Role Pairings on 16 Rating Scales 
Rating Scale No. ofSubjects Inter-rater Correlations 
Mm. Max. Mean 
0 1 - kivolvement with other people M -.41 .74 .12 
02 - Equality of power ]^ -.01 — .84 — .54 
0 3 - Similarity of interpersonal behaviors H J ^ .86 .60 
0 4 - Similarity of goals M -.07 — .76 ^ 
0 5 - Expression of positive emotions ^6 .41 .89 .69 
06 — Expression of negative emotions M -.31 .80 .48 
A1 - Range of activities ]^ .11 .90 .70 
A2 - Control over choice of activities ]_5 .22 .89 .66 
A3 - Equality of importance of activities 15 -.36 .88 .48 
L1 - Visibility of interactions 16 -.43 .73 .22 
L2 - Outdoor activities M .26 .88 .65 
L3 - Variety of locations M .09 .88 ^ 
T1 - Frequency of interactions M .57 .88 ?74 
T2 - Length of interactions ^6 .20 .87 ^ 
T3 - Scheduling of interactions j^ -.43 M M 
T4 - Length of relationship 15 -.14 .92 ?J9 
Table 4. 
Mean and Range of Standard Deviations of Subjects' Ratings on the 56 Roles 
Rating Scale No. ofSubjects S.D.'s ofRatings on56 Roles 
Min. Max. Mean 
0 1 - Involvement with other people M 0.61 2.85 T?n 
0 2 - Equality of power \_6 0.34 — 2.09 1.31 
03 - Similarity of interpersonal behaviors H 0.42 2.37 T5^ 
0 4 - Similarity of goals U 0.36 — 2.82 1.42 
05 - Expression of positive emotions \6 0 2.08 VA2 
0 6 - Expression of negative emotions ]A 0.73 2.11 1.30 
A1 - Range of activities \5 0 1.88 TTl 
A2 — Control over choice of activities ]^ 0 2.41 T^1 
A3 - Equality of importance of activities \_5 0.25 2.32 T^5 
L1 - Visibility of interactions ]_6 0.96 2.62 i j 7 
L2 - Outdoor activities 14 0 1.85 T^1 
L3 - Variety of locations 14 0.26 2.13 1.39 
T1 - Frequency of interactions M 0.36 f ^ f o 5 
T2 - Length of interactions 16 0 2.19 TT5 
T3 - Scheduling of interactions 15 0.77 2.62 i gQ 
T4 - Length of relationship 15 0 f ^ o.87 
Table 5. 
Intercorrelations ofMean Ratings for Males and Females Across the 56 Role Pairings 
Rating Scale No. of No. of Males Intercorrelation 
Females 
0 1 - Involvement with other people 4 ]0 ^ 
0 2 - Equality ofpower 3 13 一 .90 
03 - Similarity of interpersonal behaviours 3 U ^ 
0 4 - Similarity ofgoals 7 7 .73 
0 5 — Expression of positive emotions 5 H .93 
0 6 - Expression of negative emotions 4 ^0 ^ 
A1 - Range of activities 4 H .96 
A2 - Control over choice of activities 6 9 .93 
A3 - Equality of importance of activities 6 9 ^ 2 
L1 - Visibility of interactions 4 ]2 ^ 
L2 - Outdoor activities 5 9 .95 
L3 - Variety oflocations 6 8 ^ 
T1 - Frequency of interactions 3 U .92 
T2 - Length ofinteractions 4 U ^ 
T3 - Scheduling of interactions 5 ]_0 ^ 
T4 - Length ofrelationship 7 8 .96 
Table 6. Principal Components Analysis Including Affect Scales 
Total Variance Explained 
Initial Eigenvalues 
% of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % 
1 f 3 0 9 45.683 45.683 
2 2.702 16.890 62.573 
3 1.813 11.333 73.906 
4 1.286 8.036 81.942 
5 .838 5.238 87.180 
6 .691 4.317 91.498 
7 .478 2.990 94.488 
8 .282 1.764 96.252 
9 .145 .905 97.157 
10 .114 .711 97.868 
11 .110 .685 98.553 
12 7.178E-02 .449 99.002 
13 6.654E-02 .416 99.418 
14 4.892E-02 .306 99.723 
15 3.077E-02 .192 99.916 
1 6 |l.350E-02 8.435E-02 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Total Variance Explained 
Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
Component Total N/siriance % Total Variance % 
1 f 3 0 9 45.683 45.683 6.174 38.590 38.590 
2 2.702 16.890 62.573 3.344 20.902 59.492 
3 1.813 11.333 73.906 1.961 12.258 71.750 













Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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T a b l e 7. Orthogonal Four Factor Solution Including Affect Scales 
Rotated Component Matrix^ 
Gomponent 
1 I 2 I 3 4 
Ti；^ W ^ .217 8.177E-03 4.096E-02 
HT1 .905 -1.551E-02 .237 9.837E-02 
H05 .887 2.237E-03 -.322 7.015E-02 
HL3 .875 .300 .139 1.320E-02 
HA2 .848 .333 -.198 .106 
HT4 .838 .163 .196 -5.188E-02 
HT2 .831 1.536E-02 .381 -8.149E-03 
H04 .658 .596 -2.396E-03 -4.290E-02 
H02 1.053E-03 -.959 -2.978E-02 -.155 
H03 .254 .907 .234 -1.068E-02 
HA3 -.257 -.868 ‘ -.263 -6.640E-02 
H06 -.162 .142 .854 -.211 
H01 .396 .188 .678 8.208E-02 
HL2 .101 .385 .442 .140 
HL1 .105 7.660E-02 .131 .889 
HT3 |3.054E-Q2 |-9.145E-02 .179 -.842 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 7 iterations. 
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Table 8. 
Factor Scores for Orthogonal Four Factor Solution Based on 16 Ratm^ Scales 
Oncludin^ Affect Scales) 
Role 減 
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Pairings 
Complexity Equality Adversarial Containment 
1 1.46 .95 .04 .36 boyfriend-girlfriend (20 yrs.) 
2 1:70 .69 .52 -.46 husband-wife 
3 1*65 .19 .40 -.43 sister (16 yrs.)-sister (12 yrs.) 
4 1 68 -.95 .59 -50 mother-son (12 yrs.) 
5 147 1.27 -.40 .42 fiancee-fiance 
6 1'54 .06 .42 -.47 brother (16 yrs.)-brother (12 yrs.) 
7 -.72 -.90 -1.80 2.49 interviewer-job applicant 
g 1 02 -.68 -.40 -.13 grandfather-grandson (12 yrs.) 
9 "53 _37 .07 -.11 daughter-in-law - father-in-law 
10 1.43 -.09 .09 -.03 mother-daughter (adult) 
11 57 . 4 9 -.05 .03 mother-in-law - son-in-law 
12 39 .13 _.59 -.11 nephew-uncle 
13 i 'o4 -.70 -.12 -.28 granddaughter (12 yrs.) - grandmother 
14 "54 .18 -.70 -.11 niece-aunt 
15 1.21 .05 -.27 .08 son (adult) - father 
16 1.58 -.87 .45 -.54 daughter (12 yrs.) - father 
17 12 1.09 -.17 -.49 typist-typist (same office) 
jg 29 1.27 .30 -.70 police constable-police constable 
19 73 1.21 -.26 -.72 church member-chiu-ch member 
20 .31 1.23 -.37 -.09 surgeon-surgeon 
21 39 1.16 -.07 -.46 high school teacher-school teacher 
22 -.85 1.70 -1.37 -.52 acquaintance-acquaintance 
23 .62 1.29 .01 .25 business partner-business partner 
24 1.22 .95 .36 -.08 student-student (both 20 yrs.) 
25 . 77 _ 85 1.54 -.02 government officer-member ofpublic 
26 -1.44 -.58 -1.45 -1.78 beggar-pedestrian 
27 -.89 -.62 -1.17 -1.77 flight attendant-passenger 
28 _.27 -.92 -.06 -.09 nurse-hospitalized patient 
29 _.93 -.52 -.42 1.81 landlord-tenant 
30 _ 38 -.09 .13 1.96 politician-local industrialist 
31 -.81 -.55 -.78 -1.75 bartender-customer 
32 -1.22 -.39 -1.42 -2.04 supermarket cashier-customer 
33 _.85 -.39 -1.47 .07 bank manager-customer 
34 _.91 _.39 -1.35 -1.03 hotel guest-receptionist 
35 _i.oi -.44 -1.10 -1.65 waitress-customer 
36 .46 -.77 -.30 .30 professor-undergraduate student 
37 .55 -1.16 .02 .47 secretary-boss 
38 .25 -.26 -.34 1.62 cUent-social worker 
39 -.59 -.30 -1.75 2.46 patient-dentist 
40 .64 -.78 1.72 .28 player-football coach 
41 -1.72 1.05 2.05 .25 combat soldier-enemy soldier 
42 -1.26 1.51 .30 .80 personal enemies 
43 _i.20 .36 1.46 .79 defense barrister-prosecution barrister 
44 -.94 1.32 1.74 .43 poUtical opponents 
45 -.92 1.48 .84 .82 business rivals 
46 -.63 1.38 -.92 1.47 ex-wife-ex-husband 
47 _1.24 1.38 1.70 -.54 opposing players dimng football match 
48 -1.40 1.35 1.38 -.93 opposing supporters dimng match 
49 - .96 -2.17 1.22 -.25 defendant-judge 
50 -1.45 -.73 .08 -1.04 motorist-policeman 
51 _.38 -2.50 2.19 .54 convict-prison warden 
52 -.49 -.98 1.17 .34 newsreporter-politician 
53 .58 -.14 -1.03 .10 member of church-priest 
54 -.41 -.27 -.99 1.43 buyer-real estate agent 
55 .61 -.58 -.67 1.14 graduate student-professor 
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Table 10. 
Oblique Four Factor Solution Including Affect Scales 
Structure Matrix 
Gomponent 
1 2 I 3 4 
TiAl !979 ^ 7 2 -.113 3.430E-02 
HL3 .914 -.452 -8.697E-02 .173 
HT1 .913 -.164 -.144 .237 
HA2 .869 -.449 -.183 -.163 
HT4 .863 -.315 -7.555E-03 .219 
H05 .853 -.116 -.122 -.317 
HT2 .853 -.192 -3.604E-02 .387 
H04 .726 -.689 -4.680E-02 6.153E-02 
H03 .386 -.955 -8.229E-02 .323 
H02 -.129 .950 .239 -.117 
HA3 -.388 .924 .155 -.345 
HL1 .149 -.157 -.895 .106 
HT3 8.946E-03 .113 .845 .200 
H06 -8.023E-02 -.194 .214 .870 
H01 .472 -.328 -.115 .692 
HL2 .188 -.450 -.176 .472 
Extraction Method: Principal Gomponent Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
Component Correlation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 
1 r000 -.298 -9.315E-02 9.670E-02 
2 -.298 1.000 .152 -.203 
3 -9.315E-02 .152 1.000 3.588E-02 
_4 i9.670E-02 -.203 3.588E-02 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Gomponent Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Table 11. 
Principal Components Analysis Including Affect Scales but Excluding Extreme 
Adversarial Roles 
Total Variance Explained 
lt^itial Eiqenvalues 
% of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % 
1 f9T9 49.496 49.496 
2 2.234 13.965 63.461 
3 1.745 10.904 74.365 
4 1.204 7.524 81.888 
5 1.008 6.298 88.187 
6 .585 3.657 91.844 
7 .456 2.853 94.697 
8 .280 1.749 96.446 
9 .153 .953 97.400 
10 9.881E-02 .618 98.017 
11 8.889E-02 .556 98.573 
12 7.907E-02 .494 99.067 
13 6.424E-02 .402 99.468 
14 4.357E-02 .272 99.741 
15 2.876E-02 .180 99.920 
1 6 |l.272E-02 7.952E-02 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Total Variance Explained 
Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % 
1 7.919 49.496 49.496 6.307 39.418 39.418 
2 2.234 13.965 63.461 3.541 22.130 61.548 
3 1.745 10.904 74.365 1.688 10.549 72.097 













Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 12. 
Orthogonal Four Factor Solution Including Affect Scales but Excluding 
Extreme Adversarial Roles 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 I 3 4 
TiAl ^ .267 2.575E-02 3.314E-02 
HT1 .903 .131 .129 .204 
H05 .894 3.363E-02 3.391E-02 -.304 
HL3 .868 .337 1.179E-02 .150 
HT2 .849 .122 1.618E-02 .314 
HT4 .841 .206 -2.701E-02 .195 
HA2 .835 .380 7.236E-02 -.166 
H04 .640 .626 -8.350E-02 -2.364E-02 
H02 -4.970E-03 -.960 -.132 -2.788E-02 
H03 .292 .900 -2.830E-02 .199 
HA3 -.334 -.858 -6.952E-02 -.196 
HL2 .247 .408 .165 .126 
HL1 .116 1.288E-02 .919 .118 
HT3 5.723E-02 -.182 -.845 .237 
H06 -5.485E-02 .203 -.161 .856 
H01 .478 .196 .148 .588 
Extraction Method: Principal Gomponent Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a- Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Table 13. 
Principal Components Analysis Excluding Affect Scales 
Total Variance Explained 
lt^itial Eigenvalues 
% of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % 
1 6.828 48.774 48.774 
2 2.314 16.527 65.301 
3 1.503 10.733 76.034 
4 1.032 7.373 83.407 
5 .833 5.950 89.356 
6 .472 3.373 92.730 
7 .387 2.765 95.495 
8 .228 1.630 97.125 
9 .126 .902 98.027 
10 8.475E-02 .605 98.632 
11 6.858E-02 .490 99.122 
12 5.605E-02 .400 99.523 
13 3.402E-02 .243 99.766 
1 4 |3.283E-Q2 .234 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Total Variance Explained 
Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % Total Variance % 
1 6.828 48.774 48.774 5.366 38.330 38.330 
2 2.314 16.527 65.301 3.293 23.522 61.852 
3 1.503 10.733 76.034 1.580 11.289 73.141 











Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 14. 
Orthogonal Four Factor Solution Excluding Affect Scales 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 I 3 4 
TiAl ^ .200 -4.464E-02 7.155E-02 
HT1 .917 -2.636E-02 -8.935E-02 .222 
HL3 .877 .290 -9.640E-03 .149 
HT4 .867 .154 5.016E-02 .128 
HA2 .858 .309 -.130 -.132 
HT2 .829 1.494E-02 3.203E-02 .353 
H04 .637 .578 5.448E-02 .119 
H02 -1.252E-02 -.957 .157 -3.227E-02 
H03 .268 .908 2.431E-02 .203 
HA3 -.285 -.873 6.175E-02 -.175 
HT3 -1.623E-02 -8.794E-02 .888 .241 
HL1 5.738E-02 6.781E-02 -.849 .344 
H01 .329 .193 2.672E-02 .852 
HL2 7.096E-02 .405 |-8.949E-02 .461 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 6 iterations. 
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Table 15. 
Principal Components Analysis Restricted to Three Factor Solution 
Excluding Affect Scales 
Total Variance Explained 
Initial Eigenvalues 
% of Cumulative 
Gomponent Total Variance % 
1 6 ^ 48.774 48.774 
2 2.314 16.527 65.301 
3 1.503 10.733 76.034 
4 1.032 7.373 83.407 
5 .833 5.950 89.356 
6 .472 3.373 92.730 
7 .387 2.765 95.495 
8 .228 1.630 97.125 
9 .126 .902 98.027 
10 8.475E-02 .605 98.632 
11 6.858E-02 .490 99.122 
12 5.605E-02 .400 99.523 
13 3.402E-02 .243 99.766 
1 4 3.283E-Q2 .234 100.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Total Variance Explained 
Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
% of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
Component Total Variance % Total V a _ c e % 
1 6.828 48.774 48.774 5.515 39.393 39.393 
2 2.314 16.527 65.301 3.543 25.309 64.701 












Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Table 16. 
Orthogonal Three Factor Solution Excluding Affect Scales 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 3 
~HM i 4 l .208 -6.069E-02 
HT1 .941 1.997E-02 -9.495E-02 
HL3 .879 .312 -2.170E-02 
HT2 .877 8.912E-02 3.359E-02 
HT4 .870 .175 3.872E-02 
HA2 .808 .269 -.155 
H04 .627 .588 4.196E-02 
H01 .467 .373 5.914E-02 
H02 1.807E-02 -.940 .166 
H03 .266 .930 1.879E-02 
HA3 -.279 -.889 6.840E-02 
HL2 .135 .496 -7.330E-02 
HT3 3.757E-02 -3.254E-02 .900 
HL1 .107 .141 -.833 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Table 17. Factor Scores for Orthogonal Three-Factor Solution Based on 14 Rating 
Scales CExcluding Affect Scales) 
Role Role 
No. Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Pairings 
Complexity Equality Containment 
1 1.35 .91 .23 boyfriend-girlfriend (20 yrs.) 
2 1.78 .66 -.63 husband-wife 
3 1.73 .16 -.57 sister (16 yrs.)-sister (12 Yrs.) 
4 1.79 -.86 -.53 mother-son (12 yrs.) 
5 1.30 1.16 .31 fiancee-fiance 
6 1.62 .05 -.61 brother (16 yrs.)-brother (12 yrs.) 
7 -1.03 -1.21 2.39 interviewer-job applicant 
8 .98 -.73 -.11 grandfather-grandson (12 yrs.) 
9 .63 -.45 -.21 daughter-in-law - father-in-law 
10 1.43 -.08 -.06 mother-daughter (adult) 
11 .65 -.45 .09 mother-in-law - son-in-law 
12 .28 .13 .06 nephew-uncle 
13 .98 -.66 -.24 granddaughter (12 yrs.)-grandmother 
14 .39 .14 .00 niece-aunt 
15 1.20 -.06 -.02 son (adult)-father 
16 1.72 -.82 -.58 dau^ter (12 yrs.)-father 
17 .14 .99 -.52 typist-typist (same office) 
18 .35 1.34 -.57 police consstable-police constable 
19 .55 1.25 -.64 church member-church member 
20 .28 1.12 -.07 surgeon-surgeon 
21 .39 1.11 -.47 high school teacher-school teacher 
22 -.99 1.38 -.58 acquaintance-acquaintance 
23 .56 1.33 .36 business partner-business partner 
24 1.17 1.11 -.94 student-student (20 yrs.) 
25 -.60 -.38 .31 government officer-member of public 
26 -1.53 -.91 -1.98 beggar-pedestrian 
27 -1.14 -.76 -1.83 flight attendant-passenger 
28 -.26 -.96 -.18 nurse-hospitalized patient 
29 -.94 -.66 1.72 landlord-tenant 
30 -.33 -.11 1.97 politician-local industrialist 
31 -.92 -.69 -1.84 bartender-customer 
32 -1.33 -.72 -2.23 supermarket cashier-customer 
33 -1.08 -.69 -.11 bank manager-customer 
34 -1.19 -.59 -1.13 hotel guest-receptionist 
35 -1.20 -.62 -1.75 waitress-customer 
36 .43 -.77 .39 professor-undergraduate student 
37 .69 -1.25 .37 secretary-boss 
38 .06 -.26 1.60 client-social worker 
39 -.86 -.68 2.27 patient-dentist 
40 .75 -.15 .81 player-football coach 
41 -1.51 1.52 .49 combat soldier-enemy soldier 
42 -1.06 1.25 .44 personal enemies 
43 -.97 .64 .94 defense barrister-prosecution barrister 
44 -.65 1.60 .53 political opponents 
45 -.70 1.44 .69 business rivals 
46 -.65 .86 .96 ex-wife - ex-husband 
47 -1.13 1.91 -.10 opposing players during football match 
48 -1.33 1.76 -.63 opposing supporters during match 
49 -.71 -1.76 .11 defendant-judge 
50 -1.36 -.77 -1.16 motorist-policeman 
51 .12 -2.12 .60 convict-prison warden 
52 -.36 -.54 .75 newsreporter-politician 
53 .30 -.28 .02 member of church-priest 
54 -.60 -.46 1.34 buyer-real estate agent 
55 .56 -.71 1.12 graduate student-professor 
56 .23 -1.68 -.60 supervisor-factory worker 
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Classification ofRole Pairings Based on Between Groups Linkage Hierarchical Cluster Analysis 
Using Pearson Correlation (Including Affect Scales) 










mother-in-law - son-in-law 
grandfather-grandson( 12) 
granddaughter( 12>grandmother 
daughter-in-law - father-in-law 
1 i v ( iitAu \l i ti,H^hio>Iediuro “ 
C o，W f � � \^^ 办“：淡 
boyfriend-girmiend (both 20) 
fiancee-fiancee 
students (both 20，same class) 
surgeons (same hospital) 
high school teachers (same school) • 
typists (same office) 
business partners 
church members (same parish) 
poHce constables (same precinct) ^ _ ^ ^ _ _ _ _ _ ^ 
acquaintances 
Vd c 1P fi iLq J \ fy L Co plC* f } 
opposing players during match 
opposing supporters during match 
combat soldier-enemy soldier 
potitical opponents • 
business rivak 
personal enemies 
defense barrister-prosecution banister 
ex-wife - ex-husband 
^ttlitKers«i*&rtariaiiK_“《Wit : 
(Low C<wwpIexify) ‘ 
convict-prison warden 
supervisor-factory worker 
government officer-member ofpubUc • 
newsreporter-poUtician 
defendant-judge 
�l(f“—at>l^^dvem9fiai i U^Aeottl^btdl ( ^ t A f , : 
l^ftfli Rel9tiatt^d^^C^ii^ ivow Com^^t;i^> . . / 
beggar-pedestrian 
motorist-poHceman 





hotel guest-receptionist i 
bank manager-customer 
nurse-hospitatized patient 
Lnci xlN 0 I c i l nt d l t t ao | 
Kel n I pR(Mcd un < o n | i x j 
professor-undergraduate student 
graduate student-professor 
secretary-boss _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ _ ^ ^ 
member of church-priest 
‘1/Q^iia1 W0a*advmoti9f V^ (^!!^ ni#ui^ 4 V^^^ tKriar^R^latiQns&ixs 0j>>v Coi»plexiy^  "" , 
cUent-social worker ‘ • 
buyer - real-estate agent 
interviewer-job appUcant 
patient-dentist 
landlord-tenant _ _ _ _ ^ ^ _ ^ _ _ _ 
politician-local industriaUst 
footbaU phyer-coach 
t(hfiC|^ dl Advmsurial Cont%m<&d UdUtAridH �* 
B^ iationsii：!> (^細細！^^广細辦说約�,,” H. 
footbaU pkyer-coach 
Table 20. 
Classification ofRole Pairings Based on Between Groups Linkage Hierarchical Cluster Analy-
| sis Using Pearson Correlation (Excluding Affect Scales) 
mother-daughter (adult) 
son (adult)-father 





boyfriend-girlfriend Q>oth 20) 
flancee-flancee " ^ " 
students Q)oth 20，same class) 
church members (same parish) 
high school teachers (same school) 
surgeons (same hospital) 
typists (same office) 
business partners 
constables (same precinct) 
Dist<inr Iainil} 





daughter-in-law - father-in-law 
mother-in-law - son-in-law 
Aiherb<irial Pt'cr^  
fKqunl>Vtff> Low f'oniplcxity) 
opposing players during match 
opposing supporters during match 
combat soldier-enemy soldier 




ex-wife - ex-husband 
defense barrister-prosecution barrister 
r-q-" Co"- """U » »»-••"•' -" w-*u'ion-
jhJwp^  (1 ow Comple^ i> > ¢^', T 








buyer - real-estate agent 
lhic(|u:iI (;<infniiiuil 1 nlttariaii UcIation-
vhip (Medium CompltiMty) 
football player-coach 
[c iu IT II ni incd 111 tari4i Rclit n 










U0cqual < ontaincd rtilitairiaii RclaUon-






member of church-priest 
Table 21. ^ . 丁 i 』. 





c 2- | ^ ^ ^ ^ g M j ^ ^ B m ^ M J W M Std. Dev = 1.00 
g. Z | ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J ^ ^ ^ P ^ J P ^ ^ ^ J | Mean = 0.00 
t n ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ ^ ^ W ^ P N 二 56.00 
^ " - ^ ^ " ™ 1 " " " P " " n * ™ T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ T ^ I I I » I » ‘ 
-1.75 -1.25 -.75 -.25 .25 .75 1.25 1.75 






§ 2- / ^ j H H H H | Std. Dev=1.00 
g. y " M f f l M M H a l _ ^ ^ K ; ^ Mean = 0.00 








Lil _ . ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ • ^ ^ 1 、•• 0) 2 - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ H I ^ f l | 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ m ^ ^ W B ^ m ^ ^ Mean 
o | | m P i B M H V i p N = 56.00 
^ ^ ^ 伪 、 . 一 拟 的 ^ ^ ^ " 淋 。 
a d v e r s a r i a l 
containment 
12. — 
2- _ / L I ^ | l \ _ 
歐 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 1 J x . • Mean 
G j M L J H H L J A V b | N _ o 
、^^蘇誠,輪货减令乂一 0 ^ ^錄^ ^ 
c o n t a i n m e n t 
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Table 2 2 . i ^. 




“ i j L l 
c i i i i M M S M M i i i i i i i i i i i i M i i i i i M i i Std. Dev = 1.00 0) M i i W i i M M M W f f l M i W — i l 
^ g. • ^ ^ g g g ^ ^ ^ g ^ ^ J U | ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Mean = 0.00 
� £ n I ^ ^ M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ M N = 56.00 
^ I iMiiif I I I 
-1.50 -1.00 -.50 0.00 .50 1.00 1.50 






^ 4 Mm J k 
C , , | B f c | | ^ M | j g ^ g | Std. Dev = 1.00 
g. 2- H ^ " H H ^ 8 ^ I B I 1 M ^ ^ B ^ ^ Mean = 0.00 
1 n M P P B P P P P M ^ ^ i W N = 56.00 
_ ^ ~ ~ « ^ i ^ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ^ I I I I _ I 
^ ¾ ¾ ¾ ¾ ^ ^ / ^ ^ ¾ ¾ ¾ ¾ 
equality 
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； i k 
c 2 _ / Z j m ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ \ Std.Dev:1.00 
^ I ‘ • 國 B B ^ ^ ^ W \ Mean = 0.00 
1 n i ^ i P J P i i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i 3 ^ ^ ^ l N = 56.00 
、 礙 縱 4 御 却 树 众 。 ^ 錄 场 。 
containment 
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Table 2 3 . ^ ” • 
Orthogonal Three Factor Solutions With/Without Affect Scales Using 
Sub-population of 31 Family， Friend， Colleague and Peer Roles 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 3 
T i M i 6 6 .148 2.695E-02 
HT1 .943 .103 .123 
HL3 .931 .134 -1.777E-02 
H05 .920 .279 .106 
HA2 .886 .233 -.158 
HT2 .833 -1.147E-02 .255 
HT4 .717 .515 -.189 
H04 .675 -.589 .108 
H06 -.450 -.340 -.128 
HT3 -.427 .287 -9.867E-02 
H03 -6.223E-02 -.949 .149 
H02 .251 .914 -4.622E-02 
HA3 .193 .905 9.130E-03 
HL1 .224 .173 .877 
H01 9.903E-02 -8.513E-02 .830 
HL2 U.971E-02 -.252 .470 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 3 
T iA l ^ .176 4.282E-02 
HT1 .950 .136 .140 
HL3 .928 .168 5.268E-03 
HA2 .863 .241 -.159 
HT2 .848 3.690E-02 .291 
HT4 .717 .542 -.174 
H04 .681 -.588 9.723E-02 
HT3 -.447 .292 -8.162E-02 
H03 -3.499E-02 -.947 .148 
H02 .239 .936 -2.623E-02 
HA3 .173 .900 2.528E-03 
HL1 .202 .166 .871 
H01 9.919E-02 -9.345E-02 .818 
HL2 -.103 -.227 .505 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Table 24. 
Orthogonal Three Factor Solutions With/Without Affect Scales Using 
Sub-population of 25 Utilitarian Relationships 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 2 3 
Tl05 .877 8.216E-03 .156 
H03 .852 9.700E-02 .233 
H04 .830 .337 .222 
HA2 .818 .104 -6.097E-02 
HA1 .768 .567 .176 
H02 -.668 .387 .418 
HA3 -.507 -2.966E-02 8.225E-02 
HT1 .207 .845 4.364E-02 
H01 4.059E-02 .822 4.808E-03 
HT2 7.819E-02 .810 .300 
HT4 .342 .776 .289 
H06 -.477 .772 8.685E-02 
HL3 .444 .623 9.922E-02 
HL2 -9.695E-03 .325 -.257 
HL1 -3.674E-02 -4.103E-02 -.870 
HT3 .120 .288 | .831 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 4 iterations. 
Rotated Component Matrix® 
Component 
1 I 2 3 
T r n .898 9.319E-02""^1.432E-02 
HT2 .870 -8.132E-02 .249 
HT4 .788 .280 .308 
H01 .775 -1.595E-03 4.207E-02 
HA1 .667 .666 .179 
HL3 .623 .405 .171 
HL2 .241 4.403E-02 -.155 
H03 .145 .879 .281 
HA2 .231 .783 ^.595E-02 
H02 .356 -.756 .362 
H04 .473 .716 .211 
HA3 1.212E-02 -.605 1.806E-02 
HL1 -7.690E-03 -3.537E-02 -.902 
HT3 .272 8.718E-02 .864 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
3- Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Table 25. 
Classification ofRole Pairings Based on the Four Factor Solution Oncluding Affect 
Scales) 




Not adversarial Father-son (adult) 
Public/Not scheduled Grandfather-grandson 
Not adversarial Grandmother-granddaughter 
Mother-daughter (adult) 
Public/Not scheduled Husband-wife Mother-son (12) 
Adversarial Sister (16)-sister (12) Father-daughter (12) 
Student-student (20) Brother (16)-brother (12) 
Shoujen _==_=^___ 
Private/Scheduled Player-football coach 
Adversarial Secretary-boss 
Private/Scheduled Surgeon-surgeon Mother-in-law-son-in-law 
Not adversarial Nephew-uncle Professor-undergraduate student 
Business partners Professor-graduate student 
Member of church-priest 
Client-social worker 
Public/Not scheduled Niece-aunt 
Not adversarial Members of same church 
Typists (same office) 
High school teachers 
Public/Not scheduled Police constables (same precinct) Father-in-law-daughter-in-law 
Adversarial = = _ _ = ^ _ _ ^ _ = _ = _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
Shengjen 
^ ^ ^ ^ i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ m a g ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ g t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ B s a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ B ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ = a a s a B a a = ; ^ ^ = ^ = ^ = s B a a a a M ^ ^ ^ ^ = = = = = s ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ = . - ; . • : ^ ^ ^ ^ = g = a a = a ^ = ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ = B = = = ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Private/Scheduled Ex-wife-ex-husband Newsreporter-politician 
Adversarial Business rivals Convict-prison warden 
Defense-prosecution barristers Politician-local industrialist 
Political opponents Government office-member of 
Combat-enemy soldiers public 
Personal enemies 
Private/Scheduled Buyer-real estate agent 




Public/Not scheduled Acquaintances Hotel guest-receptionist 






Public/Not scheduled Opposing football players Defendant-judge 
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